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The Additional Judge 
Division. 

Tue Prime MINISTER’s announcement that the necessary 
steps will be taken after the vacation to appoint one 
additional judge in the King’s Bench Division, is a recog- 
nition of the unsatisfactory state into which the business 
of that division has been allowed to get. The existence of 
arrears is a bad tradition of legal administration, and the aim 
should be to avoid arrears by clearing off all cases which, for the 
time being, are ready for hearing. It appears that there will be 
opposition in the House of Commons to the appointment, and it 
may be urged, not without plausibility, that the best arrange- 
ments are not made to utilize the services of the existing bench. 
But as to this, there are differences of opinion, and meanwhile 
the slight outlay required to keep the King’s Bench Division 
abreast of its work shopid not be grudged. Whether one 
additional judge will be sufficient must be left to experience. 








Costs and Damages in Libel Action. 

IN A RECENT leading article on the close of the legal term 
the J'imes called attention to the large amount of time occupied in 
the King’s Bench Division by “trumpery libel actions.” A 
correspondent to the same paper, VEOS, from Epsom under the 
initials “ T. T. B.,” agrees that it would be well to discourage this 
class of litigation, and suggests that the result could be effected 
if a plaintiff could recover no more costs than damages in a libel or 
slayder action, unless the judge certified that there was reason- 
able ground for bringing the action. This, as he points out, is the 








provision as to costs contained in the Slander of Women Act, 
1891, and he states, speaking with experience—pre-umably 
judicial—that it has been a salutary one. Perhaps a more pressing 
question as regards libel actions is the erratic notions of juries as 
to the amount of damages. It may with some reason be said that 
these are frequently much in excess of any real damage to the 
plaintiff. 

Law and Practice at Somerset House. 

IN THE debate in the House of Commons on the Finance Bill 
last week the Chancellor of the Exchequer stated that in a harsh 
case the Revenue Department, following a practice of long 
standing, granted redress without waiting for the passing of a 
Revenue Bill, and we are glad to hear, on such authority, that 








| this practice still exists. No doubt in the past the Inland 
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Revenue Commissioners have not always exercised their powers 
up to the legal limit, and in matters falling within their discretion 


the official view is, we believe, usually fair and reasonable. But | 


we think we are right in saying that in matvers not purely of 


discretion the practice recently has been to strain, if anything, | 
the letter of the law against the taxpayer; for instance, in the | 


insistence on double duty on small premium leases until the law 
was made clear by the Revenue Act, 1911. However, the state- 
ment of the Chancellor of the Exchequer may tend to restore the 
former practice, 


The Law of the Airship. 


SO LONG as no use could be made of the higher part of the 
atmosphere it was safe to lay down the maxim, Cujus 
1st solum, ejus est usque ad celum; but the claim of the 
owner of a part of tke earth’s surface to extend the sphere 
of ownership in this manner breaks down as soon as it is put 
to a practical test, and the progress of the use of airships is 
likely soon to render the formula obsolete. We have discussed 
the matter on a former occasion (51 SoLicirors’ JOURNAL, 
771), and have suggested that the actual right of property only 
extends so high as may be required for the erection of buildings ; 
but attention may usefully be drawn to an article on “The 
Jurisprudence of the Air,” by Mr. H. BrouGHam L&ECH in the 
current number of the Fortnightly Review. This deals with the 
question of the use of the air in relation successively to private 
law, to public law, and to international law both in peace and war, 
and under each head the writer makes a useful contribution to his 
subject. As regards private rights, the ownership of land is 
limited by the principle of possession. A man cannot own what 
he cannot effectively possess. ‘ Property or ownership involves 
the idea of possession and control. Nothing can be owned 
unless it is capable of appropriation ; and absolute ownership 
means practically the power of excluding others from enjoyment 


of or interference with the thing owned.” This isin accordance 


with the principle of the law as it has been adopted in practice 
(see Pickering v. ludd, 4 Camp. 219), and it disposes of the 
theory of unlimited dominion skywards. So far as private rights 
are concerned anyone can, at a due height, traverse the air; he 
commits thereby no trespass, but he is liable for acts amounting 
to a nuisance, or for injury resulting from his negligence. 


The International Law of the Air. 


So FAR as regards public law, the law of the air will, in the 
future, be concerned with regulations to secure the safety of the 
subjects and respect for the boundaries of the State. What 
these regulations will have to be, only experience can decide. 
A special oceasion and the possibility of special danger produced 
the Aerial Navigation Act, 1911, but this instance of speedy legis 
lation cannot be taken as a precedent ; and past experience does 
not suggest that Governments will be very quick to interfere for 
the public safety. More energy will, perhaps, be displayed in fram- 
ing regulations to prevent smuggling and espionage. But, as Mr. 
BRoUGHAM LEECH points out, it is in the region of international 
law that the most serious difficulties present themselves. One 
individual may fly over the land of another, but it does not 
follow that the subject of, one State has a right to fly across 
the territory of another. This right, however, must probably be 
conceded. The air cannot, any more than the sea, be appropriated 
by any one nation, and the utmost that a nation can claim is 
to have acertain superincumbent air space respected in the 
same way that its own territorial waters are respected. The 
height of this reserved space Mr. BRouUGHAM LEECH suggests, 
will be measured, as in the case of sea, by the range of guns. 
In other words, the territory of the State will canal skyward, 
like it extends, or should extend, seaward, as far as its guns 
will reach. This reserves the air, like the sea, as a highway 
for nations, though whether international law will thus shape 
itself, the future must determine. As regards the international 
law of airships in time of war, there is only one rule which can 
commend itself to civilized nations. The use of airships in war 
should be prohibited, and Mr. BrRouGHAM LEECH naturally takes 
this view. Words on so axiomatic a question are wasted. There 
should be enough sane persons in every country in Europe to 


| make it impossible to extend the “criminality of war,” to use 
| the apt phrase of a leading publicist, to the air. 

| 

The Reporting of Divorce Cases. 

THE REPORT of the Divorce Commission will, no doubt, in due 
course make its appearance, and presumably it will deal with the 
| question of the publication of the details of proceedings in matri- 
| monial cases. Bat if argument on this question is still required, 
|a good statement of the reasons for preserving publicity, and of 
| the overwhelming reasons against it, is contained in an article on 
| “The Reporting of Divorce Cases,” by Mr. ALFRED FELLOws, in 

the current number of the Fortnightly Review. He very pertinently 
points out that the publication of names, while the guilt 
of parties is still unproved, is by no means essential ; and 
if a petition is unsuccessful, and the marriage remains 
undissolved, it will be advantageous for the names never to 
have become public property. A precedent for this exists 
in the reporting of a bankruptcy petition which is dismissed. 
The heading of the case reads Le a Debtor, with a distinguishing 
| number, and the name of the person affected is not known. But 
this only touches the fringe of the matter. The gist of the case 
against the publication of the details of divorce cases lies in the 
injury to the public rather than the parties. The number of 
people who wish for the reports seems to be sufficiently large to 
make it difficult for one paper to anticipate others in refusing to 
publish them. But, as Mr. FELLows points out, the demand 
for a thing is no test of the wisdom of supply. ‘There is, 
likewise, a demand for cock-fights, ball-fights, indecent 
pictures, lotteries, and many other undesirable things which 
the law prohibits.” No doubt one half of the nation cannot 
set itself up as guardian of the morals of the other half. 
But in cases, not unlike the reports of divorce proceedings, 
|the law rightly interferes, and it has to be remembered that 
| newspaper reports not only go to those who want them, but 
also to those who would willingly be without them. On occasion 
it is essential that papers should contain matter not suitable 
| pueris virginibusque, but there is no such necessity for the 
| regular publication of the proceedings in divorce courts. So long 
as the courts themselves are open, as a general rule, to the 
public and the bar, there can be no fear of secrecy, and, as Mr. 
FELLows shews, the reports in question are not those which 
tend to prevent collusion. Even if they did, they could still be 
spared. A few collusive decrees would be a cheap price to pay 
for the suppression of divorce details in popular papers. 





Breach of Statutory Duty. 


WHEN a statute has been enacted for the protection of a class 
of persons, and when breach of the statutory duty has resulted 
in damage to a member of the protected class, then primd 
facie that breach is a tort for which an action sounding in 
damages will lie at his suit (Salmond’s Torts, section 145 and 
cases there quoted). The locus classicus of this doctrine is 
Grove: v. Wimborne (1898, 2 Q. B. 402), where a factory hand, 
who sustained personal injuries through the default of the mill- 
owner in the performance of his statutory duty to fence danger- 
ous machinery, was held entitled to recover against his employer. 
The extent of the duty, however, varies under different statutes : 
the liabilities of a shipowner under the Merchant Shipping Acts, 
1894-1906, of a railway company under the Railway and Canal 
Acts, 1854-1894, and of a coalowner under the Coal Mines 
Regulations Acts, 1887-1911, as revealed by the sequence of 
decided cases, are not on all-fours with one another. Two recent 
cases under the last named statutes would seem to shew that cer- 
tain, at least, of the duties imposed on colliery owners thereunder 
fall very little short of an “ absolute” duty, #.¢., duty to insure the 
safety of their employees by the statutory means, and not 
merely to avoid negligence in attempting todo so. In David v. 
Brit nnic Merthyr Coa' Company (1909, 2 K. B. 146, affirmed 
1910, A. ©. 74), the Court of Appeal had before it a 
case arising under section 49, rule 12, and section 51 of the Act of 
1887 as extended by the later Act of 1891, section 1, and by a 
statutory order made by the Secretary of State. The net result 
of the statutory provisions on the point was that, in the circum- 





stances which happened, no shot for blasting could be fired 
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except by a competent person appointed by the owner, agent or 
manager of the mine. This rule bad been broken without the 
knowledge of the owners, and as the result of the breach a work- 
man was killed, and his widow sued the company who owned the 
mine for damages under Lord Campbell’s Act. It was held by 
MouLton and Bucktiey, L.JJ. (the Master of the Rolls 
dissenting) that the company was civilly liable for the breach of 
statutory duty without proof of negligence ; and this view was 
substantially affirmed by the House of Lords, which, however, 
took care not to put the duty quite so high as that of an 
obligation to ensure the safety of the miners ; it held that primé 
facie the owner is liable for any failure to observe the statutory 
rules, and that the burden of disproving negligence rests on him. 


Liability for Defect in Mining Apparatus, 


PRACTICALLY THE same principle has just been applied to 
another case under the same Act in Watkns v. Naval Colliery Co. 
(ante, p. 718). Section 16 (1) (c) provides that no person is to be 
employed in a mine unless “ proper apparatus for raising 
and lowering persons at each , . shaft be kept on the 
works helonging to the mine; and such apparatus . . . . 
shall be constantly available for use.” Owing to the negligence 
of the manager, without default by the owners, on a certain 
occasion twenty-six men were sent down a cage only intended 
to carry twenty ; a fatal accident resulted, and the company was 
sued by the widow of a victim. The appointment of a competent 
manager, in the opinion of the Court of Appeal, rebutted the 
allegation of negligence against the company, and _ sufficiently 
established compliance on their part with their statutory duty ; 
but the House of Lords reversed this decision, and held that they 
were liable for the manager’s breach of duty. This case, how- 
ever, still leaves unsettled the extent of the owners’ liability 
when they provide proper apparatus, but nevertheless an 
accident occurs through the existence of some latent defect which 
no care or skill could have discovered. In other words, it leaves 
open the point whether the owners’ duty is the absolute one of 
ensuring safety, or the lesser one of maintaining, by themselves 
and their agents, a very high standard of care in carrying out 
their obligations. ‘ 


Remuneration by Share of Profits. © 


THE CASE of Costello v. Walsall Bros. (ante, p. 720)-is the 
latest of a series which have been decided under section 7 (1) 
and (2) of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. Unlike the 
earlier Act of 1897, which excluded seamen from its benefits 
while employed as such, the statute now in force expressly 
extends to “ masters, seamen, and apprentices to the sea service 
and apprentices in the sea-fishing service, provided that such 
persons are workmen within the meaning of this Act” (section 7 
(1) ); but it does not apply to “such members of the crew of a 
fishing vessel as are remunerated by shares in the profits or the 
gross earnings of the working of such vessel” (section 7 (2) ). 
It might be thought that no great difficulty lurks behind 
the interpretation of these words; yet they have given 
rise to more than one knotty point. In the first place, 
when a fisher-seaman, paid an ordinary wage like any 
other sailor, happens to own one of the sixty-four shares into 
which a registered English vessel is split up by law, is he 
excluded from the scope of the statute as one “remunerated by 
shares, &c.”? It was decided that he does not come 
within the exception, since his status as part-owner 
has nothing whatever to do with the contract of service under 
which his remuneration is mere wages: Sharpe v. Carswell (1910, 
3 But. W. C. C. 552). Next, suppose a workman gets both a 
fixed wage and a small share of profits, is he remunerated by a 
“share in the profits” so as to be left outin the cold? Answer, 
yes ; for the section does not speak of “sole” remuneration ; the 
fact that part, however small and speculative, of the reward due 
under his contract of service consists of such a share is enough 
to hold him fast within the meshes of the exception: Admiral 
Fishi g Co v. Rilinsow (1910, 1 K. B. 540). Now in Co: ello’s 
case (supra), a further refinement cropped up: the sailor was 
guaranteed a fixed wage per week, but an account was to be kept of 
the ship’s takings and a certain “poundage” on the same was 


to be credited to him ; if the total sum so credited should exceed 
his wage, then he was to get the balance. In other 
words, bis position resembled that of a barrister’s © clerk, 
who receives fees, fixed by etiquette and taxing rules 
on each fee paid bis employer, but in practice is 
also guaranteed that his fees will amount to a certain 
-minimum salary. The Court of Appeal, in deciding this 
curious situation of a guaranteed wage, felt bound to regard the 
essence of the remuneration as being in the “ poundage,” to 
which the fixed minimum was only ancillary, and therefore, 
following Lobinson’s case (supra), ruled the employee outside the 
Act. These cases under section 7 (2) must be distinguished, of 
course, from several cases in which the masters and engineers of 
ordinary ships, not fishing vessels to which alone this exception 
applies, have been held not entitled to the statutory compensation 
in case of accidents, on the ground that they received a share of 
the venture’s profits and therefore were co-partners, not workmen 
employed under a “ contract of service” : see Boon v. (Quance (No. 
1), (3 But. W. C. C. 106) ; and, for a case decided the other way, 
Jones v. Ship “ Alice ; (3 But. W. C. C. 495). 


Covenants for Payment by Trustees. 


MoRE THAN once of late the question has arisen in what way 
trustees can enter into a covenant to pay money without render- 
ing themselves personally liable in the event of a deficiency in 
the trust funds. In Le Robinson’s Settlement, Gant v. Hobbs (1912, 
1 Ch. 717) the defendants, who were trustees, at the request of 
the tenant for life, executed a mortgage in favour of the plaintiff, 
a moneylender, and covenanted “as such trustees but not other- 
wise ” to repay the money advanced. WARRINGTON, J., thought 
that this attempted limitation was repugnant to the covenant, 
and following his own decision in /Vatling v. Lewis (1911, 1 Ch. 
414) held that the trustees were personally liable. The Court 
of Appeal reversed his decison in Je Robinson, on the ground that 
the defendant was an unregistered moneylender, and its opinivn, as 
a whole, was not given on the above point; but BucKLEY, L.J., 
expressed his entire dissent from WARRINGTON, J., basing his views 
upon two Scotch cases in the House of Lords which were not cited 
in the court below, or in /Vatling v. Lewis (supra). In Gordon v. 
Campbell (1 Bell, App. 428) trustees borrowed money on te 
and bound themselves to repay “qua trustees only,” and the House 
held that there was no personal liability. In Muir v. City of 
Glasgow Bank (4 App. Cas. 337) Lord CatRNs took as an illustra- 
tion a covenant “‘as executor only,” and said that it would be 
difficult to suppose that any obligation other than one to pay 
out of assets was intended. It would seem, therefore, that the 
effect of such a proviso on a covenant is that it binds the 
trustees to the extent only of the trust funds in their hands at 
the date when they are sued. Of course, it is very desirable, in 
thus limiting trustees’ liability, to specify the particular fund 
which is to be liable ; but if this has not been done, the question 
is whether the words used purport to limit the covenantor’s 
liability, or to destroy it altogether., In Watling v. Lewis the 
language used shewed an intention to destroy it, and on this 
ground it may be distinguished from Le Robinson. 








The Priority of Bank Mortgages. 


Tse combined effect of the rule in Clayton’s case (1 Mer. 572) as 
to appropriation of payments, and of the principle of //opkinson 
v. Rolt (9 H. L. C. 514) as to the effect of notice by a second 
mortgagee in preventing the first mortgagee from obtaining 
priority for his subsequent advances may operate prejudicially 
to a bank mortgagee, and in Deeley v. Lloyd's Bank (1910, 
1 Ch. 648) the Court of Appeal, affirming Eve, J., found special 
reason for excluding the rule of appropriation, and for enabling 
the bank to maintain its priority. But from this result CozEns- 
Harpy, M.R., dissented, and his dissentient opinion has now 
been affirmed, and the judgment of the Court of Appeal reversed, 
by the House of Lords (reported elsewhere). 

“Joun GLAzE in 1893 mortgaged certain property to Lloyds 
Bank to secure an overdraft on his current account up to £2,500. 
This was subject to a first mortgage for £2,500 which was after- 





wards transferred tothe bank. On the 2nd of December, 1895, 
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JouHNn GLAZE executed a third mortgage to his sister, the wife of 
FRANK DEELEY, to secure £3,500 expressed to be advanced by 
her. There was a conflict of evidence whether and at what date 
notice of Mrs. DreeLEy’s mortgage was given to the bank, but 
Eve, J., found that notice was given on the 2nd of December, 
1895, and also that the mortgage to her was made for good con- 
sideration. The actual sum of £3,500 does not appear to have 
been paid, and in the report of the case in the Court of Appeal 
the consideration is not explained ; but, according to the judgment 
of Lord ATKINSON, GLAZE was indebted to DEELEY, aud DrELEY 
to his wife, and the mortgage was really given to cover the debt 
to Dretey. The bank held their security for the overdraft to 
the extent of £1,000, and they never allowed it to exceed the 
aggregate of the two securities—£3,500. The bank also held a 
guarantee from THomaAs GLAZE, the brother of JoHN GLAze, 
for £1,000, part of the overdraft, and Mrs Dretey had given 
THOMAS GLAZE a counter guarantee to the extent of £1,000. 


On the bank receiving notice of the mortgage to Mrs. DegLey 
their usual practice would have been to close the account, so as to 
leave the balance then due as a fixed sum secured by the mort- 
gage. Subsequent payments in, and subsequent advances, would 
not have touched the balance, and they would have been safe 
against Clayton's case (supra), and Hopkinson v. Rolt ( upra). But 
on this occasion the usual course was not followed. The 
account was allowed to run on without a break. Hence, if 
Clayton's case applied, each payment went to the credit of the 
overdraft ; each fresh drawing operated as a new advance, and, 
being made with notice of Mrs. DEELEY’s mortgage, was _post- 
poned to it. Thus, as in other cases of the same kind (:ee 
London and County Bank v. Ratcliffe, 6 App. Cas. 722), the 
secured overdraft was being continually reduced, and a new 
overdraft was being created which, as against Mrs. DeELry’s 
mortgage, was unsecured. In order, therefore, to maintaia 
their priority for the overdraft as it existed at the date of Mrs. 
DeeLey’s mortgage, the bank had to shew that the rule in 
Clayton's case did not apply, and that subsequent payments in 
were not appropriated to the earlier items of the account so as 
to reduce the balance existing at that time. 

The further facts were as follows: In 1899 JoHn GLAZE 
became insolvent, and the bank entered into possession of the 
mortgaged property and sold it for £5,500. This was sufficient 
to pay off their two mortgages, and also, it would seem, the 
amount secured by THomMAS GLAZE’s guarantee, though the 
position as to this is not very clearly stated. At any 
rate, all parties appear to have assumed that the debts owing 
to the bank were discharged out of the purchase money, and on 
this footing Tuomas GLAzE’s guarantee and Mrs. Dere.ey’s 
counter-guarantee were released. Subsequently, Mrs. DeeLey 
found that she had been mistaken as to the amount secured to the 
bank by their current account mortgage, and in the action she 
claimed as subsequent mortgagee to make them account as mort- 
gagees in possession, and to obtain a declaration that they were 
not entitled to debit, as against her, the advances made after they 
had notice of her mortgage. 

As stated above, the real question was whether the bank were 
bound by the rule in Clayton's case (supra), to carry all paym ents 
in, made after notice of Mrs. DEELEY’s mortgage, to the credit of 
the earliest debit items in the account for the time being undis- 
charged. The Master of the Rolls heli that the rule applied. 
“It is plain law,” he said, “that if you know nothing more 
than that the bank has kept an ordinary banking account and 
communicated it to the customer, the bank must be considered 
to have appropriated the earliest credits to the earliest debits ; 
but it is equally clear that you are entitled, and indeed bound, 
to see whether there are any circumstances, including the conduct 
of the parties, sufficient to justify you in arriving at a different con- 
clusion.” His lordship held that there were not. He drew no such 
conclusion from the circumstance that all parties up to the last 
moment believed that the bank had been paid off. This was a 
common mistake, and did not exclude the usual legal inference 
as to appropriation. MouLTON and Buckzey, L.JJ., took the 
opposite view. They relied on the fact thatp Mrs. DeELEy, in 
taking her mortgage, had no intention of affecting in any way 


advances on the footing of their mortgage being a good security 
for the current overdraft. “The overdraft,” said MouLton, 
I..J., “remained substantially unchanged by the subsequent 
transactions, and was intended by all parties so to remain.” 

No doubt there was great force in the considerations which 
induced the majority in the Court of Appeal to exclude the 
application of the rule in Clayton’s case, but they have not 
prevailed in the House of Lords. GLAzE’s account with the 
bank was, Lord ATKINSON said, kept from first to last as an 








ordinary current account. Between the date of the notice of 
Mrs. Dg&ELEyY’s mortgage and the sale of the property more than 
enough was paid into the account to discharge the overdraft. 
The bank had allowed the account to run on, notwithstanding 
that the notice had been received, and in the judgment of the 
House the loss must fall on them. The result appears to be that 
it is almost impossible for the rule in Clayton’s case to be 
excluded by the mere conduct of the parties. 








An Amendment of the Law of 
Real Property. 


[Communicated. ] 


Tue law of real property has been by no means free either from 
legislative or judicial change in recent years, but it is singular how 
some of its doctrines, venerable with age, but either useless or actually 
harmful, survive changes of both kinds. Such is the rule that, in 
order to convey by deed an estate in fee simple, the use of the word 
“heirs” is essential. Recent decisions shew that the omission of 
these words may easily occur, and then the intention of the grantor is 
quite needlessly defeated. In New Zealand words of limitation are 
not required in order to vest, the absolute ownership in the grantee 
(Consol. Statutes, iv. p. 683), and the report last year of the Land 
Transfer Commission recommended a similar change in English 
law. Primd facie, the intention of a grantor is to vest the entire 
interest in the grantee, and this should be the effect of a conveyance 
to the grantee simply, just as in the case of personal estate. The 
omission of words to define the fee simple would tend to simplify 
deeds, and it would remove a source of error. 

The origin of the existing rule can only be guessed at, but probably 
it comes from the very beginning of the law, and the use of the word 
may then have denoted that the heirs really took an interest under 
the gift tothe ancestor ; that is, that they took, as later in an estate 
tail, per formam doni. Or the result may have been a survival of still 
earlier motions, when the land was the land of the family and not of 
the individual ; and when land became alienable, there was probably 
a period during which the consent of the heir was essential in order 
to complete the title of the alienee; either, that is, because the 
law evhdile the disinheriting of the heir, or because the heir was 
actually entitled under the grant of the estate. This dual origin of 
the rule requiring the heir’s consent to alienation is pointed out in 
Pollock and Maitland’s History of English Law (1st ed. Vol. II. 
p. 13). lt must be remembered that, at the time when the rule was 
operative, primogeniture was still struggling for recognition, and the 
heirs might include all a man’s sons, as in gavelkind. The mode of 
creating estates which was then being introduced, and the rules for 
the descent of estates, were the result of superimposing the feudal 
system, as known to the early lawyers, upon the customary owner 
ship of land which prevailed before the Conquest. ; ; ; 

But early in the 13th century this restraint on alienation dis- 
appeared. The heir could no longer, either under family law or 
by virtue of the form of the limitation, claim to take a direct 
versonal interest during his ancestor’s life. “The tenant in fee, 
it is said by the writers just referred to, “could alienate the land 
away frobm his heir. This having been decided, it became plain 
that the words ‘and his heiys’ did not give the heir any rights, did 
not decree that the heir must have the land. They merely shewed 
that the donee had ‘an estate’ that would endure at least so long 
as any heir of his was living. If, on his death, his heir got the land, 
he got it by inheritance and not as a person appointed to take it 
by the form of the gift.” In other words, the phrase “ and his heirs ” 
had ceased to be words of purchase, and had become words of 
limitation. 

For the statement of the rule in modern law we have to come 250 
ears later, and we find LirrLeTon giving it asthe introduction to 
is work. “ Tenant in fee simple is he which hath lands or tene- 

ments to him and his heirs for ever” (section 1). And he points out 
that the words “to him and to his heirs” make the estate of inherit- 
ance, and are essential for that purpose. Nothing else will serve ; 
not even words expressly pointing to the permanence of the estate. 





the position of the bank, ani that the bank made the further 


“For if a man purchase lands by these words, to have and to hold 
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to him for ever: or by these words, to have and to hold to him and 
his assigns for ever ; in these two cases he hath but an estate for 
term of life, for that there lack these words (his heirs), which words 
only make an estate of inheritance in all feoffments and grants.” 
Lord Coke not only accepts this—and apparently he could not do 
otherwise—but he improves upon it by pointing out that “ heirs” 
in the plural is also essential, “ for if a man gives land to a man and 
his heir in the singular number, he hath but an estate for life, for 
his heir cannot take a fee simple by descent, because he is but one, 
and therefore in that case his heir shall take nothing.” He does, 
indeed, suggest that the word “his” is not also necessary. “ It is 
said, if land be given to one man et heredibus omitting suzs, that 
notwithstanding a fee simple passeth.” But Lord Coke was not one 
totake risks, and he concludes by saying that it is safe to follow 
LITTLETON. 

LiTTLETON and his commentator seem to have closed the possibility 
of any judge ever taking a rational view of the law, and construing 
a gift to a man without words of inheritance as giving him an 
absolute estate ; and for two hundred years after CokE, there was 
no attempt on the part of the Legislature to interfere with the law 
of real property. Of course we except the abolition of the military 
tenures by the long Parliament in 1645, an abolition subsequently 
confirmed by 12 Car. 2, c. 24. This was rather a mode of getting 
rid of vexatious Crown dues than a reform of real property law as 
such. Andamong the extensive reforms of the beginning of the 19th 
century, the abolition of the customary words of limitation in deeds 
was not included. The matter could hardly have been overlooked, 
for they were expressly abolished as regards wills by section 28 of 
the Wills Act, 1837 ; and yet it is difficult to imagine what could 
have been the reason for their retention in deeds. Where, in a deed, 
it is intended to give an estate for life, it is the invariable practice 
to state this limitation expressly. If the gift is to a man simply, 
the effect, apart from the technical rule, would obviously be to 
vest in him the absolute ownership. A chance for effecting the 
necessary reform occurred in the Conveyancing Act, 1881, but 
the Legislature were content to substitute the words “in fee simple ” 
for ‘“‘heirs,” and they appear to have been afraid to drop the 
limitation altogether. This change was, of course, useless, for it did 
not shorten deeds, and it did not provide for the accidental omission 
of the words. 








































Reviews. 
Rating. 

Reports or RATING APPEALS HEARD BEFORE THE LONDON AND OTHER 
QUARTER Sessions, THE Kino’s Bencn Division, THE Court oF 
APPEAL, AND THE House or Lorps, 1909-1912. By E. M. 
Konstam and Harotp R. Warp, Barristers-at-Law. Butterworth 
& Co. 

This volume of reports of rating cases includes the elaborate judg- 
ment of Sir Robert Romer and his brother magistrates at the Hertford 
uarter Sessions on an appeal with respect to part of the Great 
astern main line, which raised, among others, the question of 
additional rateable value due to the carriage of coal for the use of 
the railway company itself ; and also the case of Great Northern 
Railway v. Hunslet Union on the similar question as to carriage of 
coal in owners’ wagons. Other quarter sessions cases deal with the 
valuation of different descriptions cf licensed premises, and of 
electrical undertakings. The valuations given in evidence have been 
set out where they contained points of special interest to professional! 
witnesses or to counsel. And among the cases reported are Young 

& Co.v Liverpool Assessment Committee and Margate Corporation 

v. Pittman, which raised interesting questions as to who were liable 

as occupiers ; and R. v. Direy, where it was held by a Divisional Court 

that special sessions have no power to order costs to be taxed out of 
sessions, except by consent. 



























Death Duties. 


A Dicest oF THE DeatH Duties (ALPHABETICALLY ARRANGED), 
with Numerous Examples AND D1taGraMs_ ILLUSTRATING 
THEIR INCIDENCE, AND INCLUDING AN INDEX oF TITLES AND AN 
APPENDIX OF THE LEGAcy Duty Act, 1796; THE Succession 
Duty Act, 1853; AND oF THE RELEVANT PARTS OF 8 AND 9 
Vier. c..76 ; 28 & 29 Vict. c. 104; 31 & 32 Vicr. c. 124 ; Customs 
AND INLAND REVENUE AcTs, 1880, 1881, 1888 AND 1889: AND 
THE Finance Acts, 1894, 1896, 1907, 1910, 1911. Turn 
Epitton. By C. W. Norman, 1.8.0., B.A., B.Sc., Assistant 
Secretary of the Estate Duty Office. Vou. Il. : Legacy Dury ; 
Succession Duty.. Butterworth & Co. 

This volume of Mr. Norman’s useful work on death duties deals 
chiefly with the legacy and succession duties, and certain titles, in- 


















Rates of Duty, have been considerably expanded. The alphabetical 
arrangement makes the work easy to use, and under the various 
heads the relevant cases and the rules of law applicable are stated 
with much clearness. In ascertaining the incidence of succession 
duty it is material to know the exact nature of the limitations 
affecting the property, and in stating the decided cases Mr. Norman 
has exhibited these limitations by diagrams in a manner which 
very much facilitates the understanding of the exact point in 
question. This is done, for instance, under the title Acceleration of 
Succession, and in the numerous examples which are given to 
illustrate the rates of duty payable. he title Domicil is fully 
treated, and includes a statement of the recent case of Re Duchess 
of Manches'er taken from the Times ; it is also reported p. 429, ante, 
and 1912, 1 Ch. 540. Under “Descent” the various possible 
devolutions of real and personal estate are tabulated, and under 
“Account” the different forms used in accounting for duty are 
given. The work is full and practical. 





Books of the Week. 


Receivers.—The Law relating to Receivers and Managers. 
By Evetyn Rrviere, Barrister-at-Law. “Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Magistrates.—The Office of Magistrate. Fourth Edition. By 
FREDERICK MEAD, one of the Magistrates of the Police Courts of 
the Metropolis. Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw & Sons, 








Correspondence. 


Exemption from National Insurance Act. 
{Tc the Editor of the Solicttors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—I am asolicitor’s managing clerk in receipt of salary under 
£160 per annum, and also in receipt of income over £26 per annum, 
not dependent upon personal exertions, and, as such, am entitled to 
an exemption certificate under section 2 (1) (a) of the above Act. 

I made application on the prescribed form for such a certificate, 
and in answer to the inquiry (7) regarding source of income, gave 
short particulars of a mortgage security which I hold, the interest on 
which amounts to £48 per annum, and stated that I also owned various 
properties and held various other securities. The form was returned 
to me with an official intimation that I must give full particulars of 
all properties owned, with details of receipts and outgoings in con- 
formity with footnotes 5 and 6 on the form. To this I sent a reply, 
a copy of which I append, and on July 31st received my certificate. 

This appears to be another case of officialism attempting to over- 
step statutory powers, and I should be glad to hear if others in 
similar cases hate been asked to submit to this form of inquisition. 

R. W. SrRICKLAND. 
102, High-road, Balham, London, 8.W., Aug. 1. 
The following is the letter referred to :— 
The Officer of Customs and Excise, Balham, 8. W. 
18th July, 1912. 

Dear Sir,—I submit that I have complied with the terms of the 
National Insurance Act, 1911, sec. 2(1)(a), and herewith return my claim 
for exemption. Iam prepared to substantiate my claim by production 
of documents shewing that I am in receipt of an income of the annual 
value of upwards of £26.--Yours truly, R. W. STRICKLAND. 


[According to section 2 (1) (a), it is sufficient for the person 
employed to prove that he is in receipt of income of the annual 
value of £26 or upwards. This, of course, he does by proving 
income up to that, and if no deductions are to be made the total 
income is immaterial —Ep. S../.] 








At Bow-street, on the 3rd inst., says the 7'imes, Mary Blake, 25, 
governess, address refused, was charged with behaviour hkely to pro- 
voke a breach of the peace. During the hearing of a case of an indecent 
nature in which the defendant was a female the magistrate requested 
all ladies to leave the court. The accused left with the other women 
who were present, but returned almost immediately. As she refused 
to withdraw she was led out by two police officers, and when she 
expressed her intention to return she was taken into custody. The 
accused contended that women should be present at the trial of women 
in order to see that justice was done. The magistrate : If you had any 
self-respect or any decency you would not have returned into court, 
having heard the direction given that all ladies should leave, and know- 
ing the nature of the evidence being given. The accused said she 
claimed the right for women to be present at the trial of women what- 
ever the nature of the case. The magistrate: Then all E can say is 
that you are a woman with an extraordinary taste. You will be bound 





eluding Acceleration, Alienation, Annuity, Domicil, Exemption and 


over in the sum of £5 to be of good behaviour for six months. 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


BRITISH WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC AND MANUFACTURING CO. 
(LIM.) vw. UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC RAILWAYS CO. OF 
LONDON (LIM.). 19th July. 


Arsirration—Sprecran Case—Breacn or Contract—MEASURE OF 
Damaces—Goops Svuprpiiep not IN ACCORDANCE WITH CONTRACT— 
Duty or Purcnaser To Miricgate DamMaces—PURCHASE OF OTHER 
Goops To THE Pecuntanry ADVANTAGE OF PURCHASER. 


The appellants contracted to provide and deliver to the respondents 
certain machines in accordance with a specification. Machines wert 
delivered which did not produce the specified amount of electrical energy 
ona given consumption of coal. After repeated unsuccessful attempts 
on the part of the appellants, with the consent of the respondents, to 
remedy the defects and bring the machines into compliance with the 
epecification, the respondents purchased other machines of a different 
design and manufacture. In an arbitration in which the appellants 
claimed the balance of the price of the machines they supplied, the 
respondents counter-claimed for damages. The arbitrator found that 
the purchase of the other machines by the respondents was a reason- 
able and prudent course, and that it mitigated the loss and damage 
which would otherwise have been recoverable from the appellants. 
He further found that the purchase of the other machines was to the 
pecuniary advantage of the respondents, that the superiority of those 
machines over the machines supplied by the appellants was so great 
that even if the appellants had delivered machines complying with the 
specification it would yet have been to the pecuniary advantage of the 
respondents at their own cost to have replaced the machines supplied 
by the appr llants by the other machines. The question submitted by 
the arbitrator was whether the respondents were entitled to recover 
from the appellants the cost of the purchase and installation of the 
other machines. 

The King’s Bench Division expressed their opinion, answering the 
question in the affirmative. The arbitrator subsequently made his 
award, incorporating the opinion so expressed by the court and adjudi- 
cating in favour of the respondents. 

The Court of Appeal held that the award must stand. 

On appeal to their Lordships’ House, the case was remitted, with 
an intimation that, on the facts found, the respondents were not entitled 
to recover from the appellants the cost of the purchase and installation 
of the other machines. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (81 Z. J. K. B. 473, 106 LZ. 7. 228) 


reversed. 


Appeal by the British Westinghouse Electric and Manufacturing Co. 
(Limited) against an order of the Court of Appeal (reported 81 
L. J. K. B. 473, 106 L. T. 228). The appellants had, under a contract 
for 5,000, supplied the respondents with plant, including eight 
turbines for generating electric energy for the working of their under- 
taking. The working of these turbines was admittedly not eatisfac- 
tory in results on a given consumption of coal, and subsequently the 
respondents purchased other machines—Parsons machinee—in place of 
them. The appellants brought an action claiming the balance of the 
agreed price under the contract of the original turbines supplied by 
them—some £83,000—and the respondents thereupon counterclaimed 
for damages for breach of contract to supply turbines up to the work. 
The matter was referred to an arbitrator, and he found that the re- 
spondents were entitled to £15,000 on their counterclaim, with the 
result that the appellants commenced these proceedings, alleging that 
he hdd proceeded on a wrong basis, and that they were liable only to 
the respondents in nominal damages, and were entitled to the full 
balance of the purchase money. 

Tue Hovssg having taken time for consideration, 

Lord Harpane, C., in giving judgment, said: The question raised 
related to the measure of damages payable by the appellants to the 
respondents on account of a breach of contract by the appellants. The 
contract, which was made in 1902, bound the appellants to deliver 
and erect, within a period, and in accordance with a specification, 
eight steam turbines of 5,500 kilowatt capacity and eight turbo alter- 
nators. The price was to be £250,000, payable in instalments. The 
contract provided for reference of disputes as to its meaning or effect 
to arbitration, and, in the events which happened, the Right 
Honourable Alfred Lyttelton was appointed arbitrator. The respon- 
dente alleged that the machines provided failed to satisfy the pro- 
visions of the contract with respect to economy and steam consumption. 
They claimed damages for breach of contract to the extent of £280.000 
and upwards, which, they said, was their estimate of the loss caused 
by the excessive coal consumption for a period of twenty years, at 
which they estimated the life of the machines. Alternately they 
claimed the cost of installing eight new Pareons turbines. being 
machines of an improved order, and of 6,000, instead of 5,500, kilowatt 
capacity, which they had purchased elsewhere, when the appellante’ 
machines proved insufficient. The cost of these machines they esti- 
mated at £78,186 4s., and they claimed, in addition, £42,000 for the 
estimated loss caused by the excees of coal consumption during the 
time in which the appellants’ machines were working, and before 
the Parsons machines could be installed. Continuing, his lordship eaid : 
I think the principle which applies here is that which makes it right 
for the jury or arbitrator to look at what actually happened, and to 





balance loss and gain. The transaction was not res inter alios acta, but 
one in which the person whose contract was broken took a reasonable 
and prudent’ course quite naturally arising out of the circumstances 
in which he was placed by the breach. Apart from the breach of 
contract, the lapse of time had rendered the appellants’ machines 
obsolete, and men of business would be doing the only thing they 
could properly do in replacing them with new and up-to-date machines, 
The arbitrator does not, in his finding of fact, lay any stress on the 
increase in kilowatt power of the new machines, and 1 think that 
the proper inference is that such increase was regarded by him as a 
natural and prudent course followed by those whose object was to 
avoid further lose, and that it formed part of a continuous dealing 
with the situation in which they found themselves, and was not an in- 
dependent or disconnected transaction. For the reasons I have given 
I think that the questions of law stated by the arbitrator in the 
special case have been wrongly answered by the courts helow. The 
result is that the award cannot stand, and muet be sent back to 
the arbitrator with a declaration that the contention of the appel 
lants on the first question so far, but only so far, as they contended 
that the several facts relied upon by them were relevant matter to 
be considered by the arbitrator in assessing the damages, was right, 
and that of the respondents on the second question was wrong. The 
appellants are entitled to their coste here and in the Court of Appeal, 
and the proceedings in the Divisional Court on the motion to set aside 
the award. 

Lords AsHBOURNE, MACNAGHTEN, and ATKINSON concurred in this 
judgment, and the appeal was accordingly allowed.—Covunset, for the 
claimants, Str Alfred Cripps, K.C., and W. J. Disturnal; for the re- 
spondente, Fitzgerald, K.C., Roskill, K.C., and Lynden Macassey. 
Soricrtors, Faithful & Owen; Bircham & Co. 

[Reported by Ensxrtne Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


DEELEY v. LLOYDS BANK (LIM.). 2Ist Feb. ; 26th July. 
MortGaGeE—BANK—Mortcace to Secure Current Account—Svp:! 

QUENT MORTGAGE—APPROPRIATION OF PAYMENTS—RULE IN CLAYTON'S 

CASE. 

Held, reversing the decision of the Court of Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, 
M.R., dissentiente) (1910, 1 CA. 648) that, on the facts, the rule in Clay 
ton’s case (1 Mer. 605) that payments carried by a creditor to a current 
account which is communicated to the debtor are to be appropriated to 
liabilities in order of date, applied. 

Appeal by the plaintiff, Mrs. Florence Deeley, the wife of Mr. Frank 
Deeley, solicitor, of Dudley, against an order of the Court of Appeal 
(Fletcher Moulton and Buckley, L.JJ., Cozens-Hardy, M.R., dissen- 
tiente) (reported 1910, 1 Ch. 648, 79 L. J. Ch. 561, 102 L. T. 556), 
which affirmed by the majority a judgment of Eve, J. The principal 
question raised by the appeal was whether the bank was entitled to 
hold a bank-mortgage (which was a mortgage to secure the current 
account of one John Glaze) as against the appellant (whose mortgage was 
also given by John Glaze) as security for moneys becoming due from 
John Glaze to the bank after the date when notice of the appellant’s 
mortgage was received by the bank. The Court of Appeal held that 
the rule in Clayton's case (1 Mer. 605) did not apply because the con- 
duct of the parties made it inapplicable. 

Tue House having taken time for consideration, 

Lord ATKINSON read a judgment, in the course of which he said that 
the bank must have been fully aware of the effect of the receipt of a 
notice of the existence of a security of a later date than their own 
given them by the appellant. He agreed with the Master of the Rolls 
that the application of the facts of this case to the principles estah- 
lished by such cases as Hopkinson v. Relt (11 H. L. C. 514), London 
and County Bank v. Ratcliffe (6 A. C. 722), Union Bank of Scotland v. 
National Bank: of Scotland (12 A. C. 53, 96-100), and Bradford Bank- 
ing Co. v. Briggs (12 A. C, 29-36) must be taken to be that Mrs. Deeley’s 
mortgage, in fact, gained priority on the 6th of January, 1896. The 
respondent’s counsel contended that the conduct of the appellant was 
such that it was inequitable on her part to rely upon this priority ; that 
the truth on this matter must be shut out from the consideration of 
the House, although he expressly admitted that neither Mrs. Deeley nor 
her husband ever made any representation, false or true, which would 


make it inequitable for her to rely upon this point. What, then, had - 


been the conduct which it was contended stood in the way of the 
apvellant asserting the right of priority which her mortgage had in fact 
acquired? The evidence of the appellant and her husband was to 
this effect. Glaze was largely indebted to Mr. Deeley, and the latter 
was largely indebted to his wife (who was Glaze’s sister), and it was 
arranged between the three that Glaze should execute a mortgage to his 
sister to discharge in whole or in part his debt due to her husband. 
At that time Glaze was the owner of valuable ironworks on which he 
had executed three mortgages. The first was dated the 25th of August, 
1891, for £2,500; the second on the 2ist of September, 1893, for 
£2500: and the third on the 19th of October, 1895, for £3,500. The 
first of these mortgages was assigned in March, 1899, to the bank, and 
this litigation was not concerned with it. In June, 1903, Glaze, to 
secure an overdraft on his current account, gave a mortgage to the bank 
for £2.500. From first to last Glaze’s account with the bank was kept 
as an ordinary current account, balances being struck half-yearly, and 
his passbook kept posted up from time to time. Between the giving 
of Mrs. Deeley’s notice of her mortgage to the bank and the winding 
up of the business, Glaze paid more than enough into his current 
account to discharge the overdraft ; but the bank let things go on, and 
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when the business came to be realized there was only enough to satisfy 
one of the two mortgages. The question then arose which mortgage had 
priority? In his opinion the bank, by continuing to give Glaze the | 
utmost possible accommodation, had acted recklessly, and the loss must 
fall upon them. He concurred in the dissenting judgment of the Master | 
of the Rolls, and was therefore of opinion that this appeal should be | 
allowed with costs. 

Lords Macnacuten and SwHaw concurred. Order accordingly.— 
CounseL, for the appellant, ?. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Sheldon; for 
the respondent bank, Astbury, K.C., and Stamp. Soxricrtors, Field, 
Emery, Roscoe, & Medley, for hk rank Deeley, Duilley ; ?. W. Chandler, 
for Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudley. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


LINGKE +, CHRISTCHURCH CORPORATION. No. :. llth July, 


Loca GovERNMENT—STREETS—SEWERING By Locan AvuTHORITY— 
TEMPORARY OBSTRUCTION OF AccESS TO PREMISES—COMPENSATION TO | 
OwneR—Proor or NEGLIGENCE—FINDING OF ARBITRATOR—DAMAGE 
FOR WHICH Private PERSON COULD HAVE BEEN HELD LIABLE IN 
DamaGces TO PriarntirF—WorkK Done IN EXERCISE OF STATUTORY 
Powrers—Pvustic Heattu Act, 1875 (38 anp 39 Vicr., c. 55), ss. 179, 
180, 308. 


Y'emporary obstruction of access to premises due to the carrying 
out of a drainage scheme by a local authority, causing such inconvent- 
ence and loss of business to the occupier of premises in the .street 
where the works are in progress as, if caused by the act of a private 
individual, would give a cause of action, is ‘‘ damage” in respect of 
which the occupier is entitled to compensation under section 308 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875. 

Decision of Divisional Court (reported 106 ZL. T. 376), following 
Herring v. Metropolitan Board of Works (1865, 19 C. B. N. 510, 
34D. J. M. C. 224), reversed. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of a Divisional Court on 
appeal from a decision of His Honour Judge Gye at Southampton 
County Court. In the action the plaintiff claimed £53 10s. 6d., which 
claim was based on an award made by a surveyor who had been ap- 
pointed as arbitrator under the provisions of the Public Health Act, 
1875. The defendant corporation had executed certain drainage works 
and had in the course of the work thrown up a heap of rubbish and 
gravel in front of the plaintiff's premises: which she used as a dwelling 
house and also as a furniture shop, and she alleged that the result 
of the obstruction was that neither she nor her customers could get 
in or out of the front door and that she had suffered damage and 
inconvenience in consequence. The défendants refused to pay the sum 
awarded on the ground that what they had done they had done acting 
in the exercise of their statutory powers, and as there was no evidence 
of negligence or improper conduct in the sense of insufficient or im- 
proper workmanship or delay in the execution of the work, they could 
not be held liable. The county court judge held on the authority of 
Herring v. Metropolitan Board of Works (19 C. B., N. 8. 510) that 
the defendants were not liable. The plaintiff appealed to the Divisional 
Court (Darling and Bucknill, JJ.), who held that the temporary ob- 
struction was not a damage in respect of which the occupier was entitled 
to compensation under section 308 of the Public Health Act, 1875, 
unless she could shew a subetantive finding in the award of the 
arbitrator who had awarded her compensation that she had been de- 
prived of access to an unreasonable extent or for an unreasonable 
time, and that a pre-existing right apart from the right to compensa- 
tion under section 308 had been interfered with, and as here it was 
admitted that the work had not been unduly delayed, the defendants 
were entitled to judgment. 

Tre Court (VavucHan WittiaMs, Fietcner Movtton and Bucxtey, 
L.JJ.) held that as the obstruction was of such a nature that, if it had 
been put there by a private individual, the plaintiff would have had a 
good cause of action as against him, the plaintiff could recover against 
the defendants under section 308 of the Public Health Act, which 
provides that ‘‘ where any person sustains any damage by reason of 
the exercise of any of the powers of this Act. in relation to 
any matter as to which he is not himself in default, full 
compensation shall be made to such person by the local authority 
exercising such powers.’’ Appeal allowed.—Counset for the appellant, 
Alexander Glen, K.C., and G. W. Bailey; for the respondents, 
Macmorran, K.C., and Emanuel. Sortcrrors, Williamson, Hill, &: Coa, 
for D’Angibau & Malim, Boscombe; Smith, Fawdon, & Low, for 
E, H. Bone, Bournemouth. 

[Reported by Ensawes Rarp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL wv. STOREY. No. 2. 29th July. 


Practice — Discovery — Privirecek FROM Inspection — Documents 
Evipenctnc Derrenpants’ Titte—Privity or Tirte—ATrTrorney- 
GENERAL. 

The defendants to an injunction on behalf of the Crown claiming 
part of the foreshore alleged a title derived by various mesne con- 
veyances from a grantee from the Croan. In their affidavit of docu- 
ments the defendants claimed privilege for these conveyances as solely 
relating to their own title. ; 





Held, that as the Crown was prima facie entitled to the foreshore, 


the Attorney-General could insist on the production in order to see 
that the alleged grant was vested in the defendants. 

Semble, the same rule holds good as between two subjects where one 
claims by privity of title from the other. 


This was an information by the Attorney-General on behalf of the 
Crown to restrain the defendants from exercising rights of ownership 


| over the foreshore at Newbiggin, in Northumberland. The title set 


wp by the defendants wasadeed dated in 1896, whereby certain true- 
tees conveyed to them the soil of some wacte land with the foreshore 
adjoining. The trustees had purchased by numerous deeds all the 
rights in the waste of certain persons called ‘‘ stint-holders,’’ and the 
defendants’ case was that these stint-holders were owners of the 
waste as tenants in common, whose title to the waste and foreshore 
could be traced back to a grant of Edward IL1., although some deeds 
forming links in the title were miesing. On behalf of the Crown it 
was alleged that the etint-holders were merely persons having rights 
of common appurtenant in the waste, and that they had no such 
title to the soil as was set up. The present appeal was from an order 
of Lush, J., that the defendants should produce the conveyances from 
the stint-holders for inspection, although they had claimed privilege 
on the ground that these deeds related solely to their own case, and 
did not support the case of the Crown. To an interrogatory as to 
whether any of these deeds purported to convey any rights in the 
foreshore, it was replied that this was a question of construction which 
would have to be decided by the court. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—The defendants claim by grant from the 
Crown and the Crown’s case is that the subject-matter of the grant 
is not vested in them. This being so, it is impossible to hold that 
documents alleged to carry the grant to the defendants do not relate 
to the Crown’s case, especially as the defendants say that the con- 
struction of these documents is a matter of difficulty. The case cf 
the Crown is stronger than an individual’s, but even as between 
eubjects I am not prepared to say that the same result would not 
follow when one party claimed under the other, The original grantor 
would be entitled to trace the grant from himeelf. 


Farwe.t, L.J.—The Crown is primd facie entitled to the foreshore, 
but the defendants claim under a grant which they say has veeted in 
them, although some of the links in the title are lost. Where there 
is privity of title, and the defendants allege that the claimant has 
parted with his right, the defendants must disclose documents which 
tend to shew that he has not parted with them. The right of a de- 
fendant to conceal the evidence of the title under which he claims 
only exists when that title is not in privity, but inconsistent with the 
plaintiff's : see Attorney-General v. London Corporation (2 Mac. & 
G. 247, 258). 

Kennepy, L.J., concurred, and the appeal was dismiseed.—Counset, 
H. S. Moore; Sir J. Simon, 8.G., and Austen Cartmell. Sowicrrors, 
Bell, Broderick, & Gray, for Lynn & Rutherford, Blyth; Rk. BE. Cun- 
liffe, solicitor for Board of Trade. 

{Reported by F. Gurunra Smiru, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


AYERS v. HANSON, STANLEY, AND PRINCE. Warrington, J. 
Ast July. 

NvIsance—LanpDLorp’s 9 Liasrmity—Letrina) or Licence—Rassir 
Coursinc—INEVITABLE NuiIsance—Evipence—JupiciaL Norice— 
PLEADING. 

An owner let his field for the holding of rabbit coursing matches 


on Sundays and Wedwesdays. 
nuisance to the adjoining cavner. 

Held, that the agreement for the use of the field amounted to a 
letting and not a mere licence, that the landlord was only liable for 
the nuisance tf it was the inevitable result of the purpose for which 
the land was let. 

Held further, that the fact that the rabbit coursing was an inevitable 
nuisance was a fact which ought to have been pleaded, that the court 
could not take judicial notice of such a@ fact, but that it must be 
proved by evidence. 


This was an action for an injunction to restrain the defendayts 
from committing a nuisance. In October, 1911, Hanson, the owner 
of a field adjoining the plaintiff's house, let the field to Stanley and 
Prince as co-tenants, the terms of the tenancy being contained in the 
following receipt for rent :—‘‘ Received of Mr. Price and Mr. Stanley 
the sum of £15 for the use of a field for rabbit coursing only on 
Sundays and Wednesdays. And if the police stop it they will not 
receive any money back to the end of March,’’ On Sunday, the 22nd of 
October, 1911, and on subsequent occasions, rabbit coursing meetings 
were held in the field. It was not row disputed that these meetings 
amounted to a nuisance. The only question raised was whether the 
defendant Hanson was liable for the nuisance. 

Warrinoton, J., said that in his opinion the document amounted 
to a letting for the days in question and not to a mere licence. 
Smallwood vy. Sheppards (1895, 2 Q. B. 627) was a very similar case 
on this point, shewing that there could be a letting for a non-continuous 
period. That being so, it was clear law that Hanson, who had parted 
with the control of the field on those days, was not responsible for 


The holding of the meetings was a 
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the nuisance committed by his tenants unless he had let the field for 
a@ purpose which must of necessity cause a nuisance. That was not 
leaded, but he was asked to infer that rabbit coursing meetings on 
Sunday must necessarily and inevitably cause a nuisance. He could 
not take judicial notice of the nature of such a meeting. In order for 


him to be able to find that they must of necessity involve a nuisance, | 


there must be evidence to prove it, and in order for such evidence to 
be adduced the fact must be pleaded. There would be judgment 


againet Stanley and Prince, but as against Hanson the action must be | 


dismissed, with costs.—Counsen, Cave, K.C., and Ford; Clauson, 
K.C., and Timins. Soricirors, W. Gipps, Kent, & Son; Charles 
Thurston Nicholls, 

[Reported by J. B. C. Treoartuex, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


DOTESIO v. BISS (No. 2). No. 2. 
Soticrrorn—Costs—UNpbertakInc To Rerunp—Money Recetvep sy 
Crirent—Sowiciror Orverep to Repay—Orper AND ScHepuLE IN 
CONSISTENT APPEAL. 


15th July. 


An order dismissing an action with costs directed the money paid 
into court by the plat iff as security to be paid to the de fendant's 
solicitors on account of their costa, they undertaking to refund i} 
directed by the U.A. The schedule to the order directed payment to 
the defendant personally. The defendant changed his solicitors, and 
received the money out of court by virtue of the schedule. The appeal 
was afterwards allowed with costa, but no costs of trial on either side. 

Held, that the solicitors could be ordered upon motion to refund the 
money so received by their late client, in pursuance of their under- 
taking. 


This was an application arising out of the appeal (reported ante, 
p. 612). The plaintiff, who had paid £85 into court as security for 
the costs of the action, was unsuccessful at the trial before 
Parker, J., and the order dismissing the action contained the following 
direction :—‘‘It is ordered that the £85 in court be paid out to the 
defendant's solicitor on account of the defendant’s costs of action, ws 
directed in the schedule hereto, and the plaintiff is to pay to the 
defendant's solicitor the balance of the taxed costs, and the defend 
ant’s solicitor hereby undertakes in the event of payment of such 
costs or of such balance to the defendant’s solicitor to refund the sum 
of £85, and such balance of taxed costs in the event of the Cowrt of 
Appeal so directing.’’ The payment schedule to the order did not, 
however, direct payment to the solicitor but to the defendant, Miss 
Biss, personally, and it was suggested that it was the practice in the 
registrar's office to draw up orders in that form. The court, after 
conferring with Mr. Registrar Farmer, said that ther: was no such 
practice. Notice of appeal was given on behalf of the plaintiff, and 
subsequently on the 7th of May the defendant discharged her solicitors, 
Meesrs. K. and K., and gave notice of change. Messrs. K. and K. 
then handed over the papers in the suit to the new solicitors without 
prejudice to their lien, but without having received anything on account 
of their own costs except a sum of £50. On the 14th of May the de 
fendant went to the Pay Office in person and received payment of the 
£85 as directed by the order. The appeal was afterwards allowed with 
costs, but no costs of the trial were given on either side, and the 
plaintiffs were to be at liberty to apply to enforce the above- 
mentioned undertaking. A motion for that purpose was now brought, 
and upon Messrs. K. and K. submitting to pay, if ordered to do so, 
the notice of motion was amended by entitling it in the matter of the 
solicitors. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—This is an unfortunate case, due to a blunder 
in drawing up an order of court. His lordship quoted the order and 
continued : The schedule does not, direct payment to the solicitor, and 
two objections are now raised on their behalf: (1), That the under. 
taking was conditional on the whole costs being paid. There is no 
substance in this, for it could not be contended that if a few pounds 
less than the whole amount had been paid, the undertaking would not 
cover the sum paid. (2), That the word ‘“‘refund”’ points to actual 
receipt by the solicitor of the amount to be refunded. If the order 
had been in proper form no question would have arisen, but the 
solicitors actually assented to the order going in this wrong form, and 
the true view of it is that payment to the defendant was to be treated 
as a payment to them. It is too late for them to say that they never 
in fact received the money. They consented to this form of order and 
allowed the undertaking to stand, and the substance of the matter is 
that we must consider this money as having been paid out with their 
authority and consent. It is very hard on the solicitors, but I cannot 
give effect to my sympathy except by excusing them from the payment 
of costs of this motion. 

Farwett, L.J.—The only way to reconcile the order with the schedule 
is to treat the latter as being the solicitor’s election as to the mode of 
payment. 

Kennepy, L.J., concurred. Counset, Martelli, K.C., and A. Neil- 
son; Kerly. Sotrcrrors, P. C. Ray; Kerly, Sons, & Karruth. 

(Reported by F. Gurwarm Smirn, Barrister-at-Law.] 
*.” In the report of the case (ante, p. 612), the names of the de- 


fendant’s solicitors should have been Oliver &. Nutt instead of Kerly, 
Sons, & Karruth. 


Societies. 
Manchester Law Society. 


The annual general meeting of the members of the society was held on 
Tuesday, the Wth of July, 1912, at the Law Library, Kennedy-street. 
| The chair was taken by the president, Mr. W. H. Foyster. The account 
of the treasurer’s receipts and disbursements for the year ending 3lst 
of December, 1911 (previously audited by two of the members), was 
submitted and peneed, and the officers and committee were elected for 
the ensuing year. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee, which 
was adopted :— 

Membership.—The society now consists of 391 members, being a net 
increase of ten during the year. Since the last annual meeting twenty- 
four new members have been elected. 

Federation with Local Law Society.—The Ashton-under-Lyne, Staly- 
bridge and District Law Association has become affiliated to this society 
under the conditions prescribed by the revised Articles of Association, 
and Mr. Harold Hyde has been elected an extraordinary member of 
your committee on the nomination of that association. 

Salford Hundred Court of Record Act, 1911.—Your committee note 
with satisfaction that this Bill has passed into law. Most of the recom- 
mendations made by your committee to the Departmental Committee 
who held the inquiry in the matter are embodied in the Act, and your 
committee are of opinion that, while not interfering with the legitimate 
use of the court for the purposes for which it was intended, the pro- 
visions of the Act will remedy abuses of which serious complaint has 
been made in the past. One provision which your Committee note with 
gratification is that in future one of the members of the Rule Com- 
mittee of the court is to be a solicitor. They have great pleasure in 
reporting that at the request of the Chancellor of the Duchy Sir 
William Cobbett has agreed to serve on the Rule Committee, and 
they feel that the profession will agree that no better representative 
of the solicitor branch of the profession could have’ been selected. 
Your committee have requested the Chancellor of the Duchy to extend 
the jurisdiction of the court to claims not exceeding £100, and have 
received the support of the Corporation of Manchester and the Man. 
chester Chamber of Commerce. The matter is still under consideration 
by the Chancellor of the Duchy. 

Adjudication of Stamp Duty by Post.—As a result of the resolutions 
passed by the Associated Provincial Law Societies, and of the com- 
munications subsequently made to the Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
the Lords Commissioners of the Treasury have sanctioned arrangements 
by which the fee of 5s. on adjudication of stamp duty by post is no 
longer required, and the undertaking to pay the assessed duty is aban- 
doned.. Prints of the new regulations have been sent by your com 
mittee to all the members of the society. 

Manchester and Salford County Courts.—The congestion in the busi- 
ness of these courts has been under the anxious consideration of your 
committee during the past twelve months. Your committee regret that 
no steps have yet been taken to relieve the congestion. Your president 
and hon. secretary had an interview with Sir Kenneth Muir Mackenzie 
at the House of Lords on 23rd of February, when they strongly urged 
the necessity of some action being taken. They were informed that 
the Lord Chancellor fully understood the unsatisfactory nature of the 
present position, and was moving in the matter, but that there were 
difficultigs which up to that time he had not been able to surmount. 
Communications on the subject have been subsequently sent to the Lord 
Chancellor by your committee. 

Lancashire Sittings.—The manner in which the actions set’ down for 
trial at the Manchester Summer Assizes commencing on 18th of July, 
1911, were dealt with was such as fo cause great complaint and hard- 
ship. Your committee made representations to the Lord Chancellor 
and the Lord Chief Justice in the matter, in which they stated that 
in the arrangements made for these sittings the object and intention 
of the Orders in Council of 28th of June, 1909, and 2nd of August, 
1910, were wholly disregarded, and that if such arrangements were to 
continue the Orders in Council would become a dead letter. Similar 
complaints were made by the Liverpool Law Society in reference to 
the treatment of actions entered for trial at Liverpool during the 
Michaelmas Sittings, and further communications were made to the 
Lord Chief Justice and the judges in the matter. Your committee, in 
conjunction with the committee of the Liverpool Law Society, have 
been in communication with Justices Bray and Pickford who, after 
several conferences, at one of which the Bar was represented, recom- 
mended to the judges and the Lord Chancellor that, in consequence of 
the partial failure of the object of the present arrangements for the 
Civil Sittings in Lancashire, and in order to avoid resumed sittings 
which have been found inconvenient and unsatisfactory, it was desir- 
able to adopt a scheme whereby there would be four sittings of the 
High Court at Liverpool in each year, commencing at fixed dates, three 
weeks being allotted to such sittings, and also four sittings at Man- 
chester, commencing at fixed dates three weeks later than the Liverpool 
Sittings, the Manchester dates to be fixed so as to allow as far as 
possible four weeks or other sufficient time for the proper trial of 
Manchester causes during normal hours. These recommendations were 
subsequently ratified by the Lord Chief Justice and the judges, and 
have now been embodied in a new Order in Council made on 14th of 
May, 1912. Your committee venture to think that if this new Order in 





Council is carried out in accordance with the intention of its authors 
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it will solve a long standing difficulty, and prove a substantial gain to 
the members of the legal profession and the public. 


Custody of Deeds on Grant of Chief Rent.—The opinion of the com- | 
mittee was asked upon the following case :—A has sold to B a yearly 
rent of £25 to be created and made payable out of a plot of land in 
Manchester, and seven messuages. There is no question of over-riding | 
rent, and the deeds relate solely to the land in question. There is no | 
written contract. There is no dispute over the form the deed shall | 
take, which will be the usual grant and conveyance to a trustee to uses, 
limiting thereout to B in fee simple and rent in question, and, subject 
thereto, and to the powers and remedies for enforcing payment thereof, 
to the use of A in fee simple. The only question is :—Who under these 
circumstances is entitled to possession of the title deeds? Your com- 
mittee expressed the Opinion that the vendor is, under the circum 
stances, entitled to retain possession of the title deeds, and that this 
is in accordance with the usual practice of the locality. 

National Insurance Act.—A copy of the following resolutions passed 
by your committee has been sent to each member of the society :— 
“That in the opinion of the committee it would not be feasible for the 
members of the society to take any concerted action with regard to 
their responsibilities for office staffs under the National Insurance Act, 
but that it is clearly desirable that clerks be persuaded to become 
members of approved societies. That the Manchester Law Clerks 
Society having resolved to become an approved society, that society 
should be sympathetically treated by the profession. The committee 
recommend that solicitors should deduct each clerk’s contribution from 
his salary, and that all clerks should be informed that salaries will not 
as a matter of course be paid during sickness, thus leaving the question 
of paying full or partial wages for a limited period or otherwise, to 
sick or disabled clerks at the discretion of the employer.” 








Law Students’ Journal. 


In the list of candidates who have passed the intermediate examina 
tion (legal portion only), given on p. 675 ante, the name of Mr. Henry 
E. Stockwell was by inadvertence omitted. 








Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Admissions. 


Mr. Henry Mossop, of 11, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C., has taken int: 
partnership Mr. Harotp St. Georce Syms, of 10, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
and the business will be carried on under the style of ‘‘ Henry Mosso; 
and Syms ”’ as from the 6th of August. 


As from the 1st of August Mr. Ernest Gopparp, B.A. (Oxon. 
has joined the firm of Peacock & Goddard, of 3, South-square, Gray's 
inn. 


Dissolutions. 


Joun JoHNSTONE and Samvurt Wuttams, solicitors (Johnstone & 
Williams), 6, Weekday-cross, in the city of Nottingham. April 12. 
The said John Johnstone retires owing to prolonged illness ; the business 
as from that date will be carried on by the said Samuel Williams 
alone, under the style of Johnstone & Williams, and at the same 
address. (Gazette, July 19. 


Ceci, Gasrret Linpo and Epwarp Percy Cawston, solicitors (Lind 
& Cawston), Copthall House (42 to 45), 13, Copthall-avenue, in the 
city of London, and Regent House, 233, Regent-street, in the county 
of London. July 17. (Gazette, Aug. 6. 


General. 


Mr. Masterman has informed Mr. Worthington Evans, M.P., that 
the number of registered friendly societies and branches existing on the 
4th of May, 1911, was 27,458. Up to the 31st of July last 19,589 regis 
tered friendly societies and branches, or separate sections thereof, had 

n approved under the Insurance Act. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday, in answer to Mr. Joynson- 
Hicks, Mr. Asquith said: On the reassembling of the House, his 
Majesty’s Government will propose that an Address be presented to the 
Crown for the appointment of one additional judge. Sir A. Markham : 
I beg to give notice that from these benches that appointment will be 
Most strenuously opposed. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday, in reply to Mr. Hogge, Mr. 
Asquith said : I do not believe that international disarmament, if by 
is meant abolition of all armed force, is a practical question. His 
jesty’s Government have always been ready, as the other Powers 
ate aware, to discuss internationally the question of the increasing ex- 
penditure on armaments, and any intimation from other great Powers 
they were prepared to consider the question would meet with a 





Teady response from his Majesty’s Government. 





TRUSTEES 


FOR 


- SETTLEMENTS, WILLS, 


and DEBENTURE HOLDERS, 
APPOINT THE ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 


Apply to The SECRETARY, 
Heap Orrice:; ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 


Incorporated Governor: 
A.D, 1720. SIR NEVILE LUBBOCK, K.C.M.G 


The seventh general meeting of the International Association for 
Labour Legislation will be held from the 10th to the 12th of September 
at Zurich. 


Mr. A. J. Lawrie, addressing the Grand Jury at the County of London 
Sessions on Tuesday, said that the calendar was exceptionally light, 
ind contained the names of only ninety-seven prisoners. It was grati- 
fying that, notwithstanding the labour troubles and the consequent 
distress, crimes of larceny and violence arising from the strike had been 
‘comparatively few. He thought this shewed that while the British 
workman was in employment he laboured honestly, and when he was 
not working he did not hastily resort to crime in order to supply his 
wants. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday Sir J. D. Rees asked the 
Prime Minister why certain judges of the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council received and others did not receive salaries ; and whether 
he matter was under consideration with a view to uniformity of treat- 
nent. Mr. Asquith: There are no salaried members of the Judicial 
Jommittee, but under section 30 of the Judicial Committee Act, 1833, 
wo members of the Judicial Committee who attend to hear appeals from 
India are paid certain sums of money as an indemnity for the expense 
they may incur. The answer to the second part of the question is in the 
negative. 

Mr. Robertson, Parliamentary Secretary to the Board of Trade, has 
stated in reply to Mr. Hogge that the cost of the ‘‘ Titanic’’ inquiry 
to the Board of Trade is approximately £17,500, but the total amount 
annot be definitely ascertained at present. The Wreck Commissioner 
has given costs to the following parties represented at the inquiry :— 
National Union of Ships’ Stewards, £68 2s. ; British Seafarers’ Union, 
£72 Os. 6d. ; Imperial Merchant Service Guild, £250; Marine Engineers’ 
Association, £212 10s. 7d.; Third Class Passengers, £630; National 
Sailors’ and Firemen’s Union of Great Britain and Ireland, £750; 
Dock, Wharf, Riverside, and General Workers’ Union of Great Britain 
and Ireland, £750. 


A desirable improvement, says the Times, which will much conduce to 
the convenience of counsel and others practising before the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council, was brought into operation during 
the closing days of their last sittings. From the time of the creation 
of the tribunal in 1833 until now the members of the Board summoned 
to attend have sat in the order of their precedence on either side of a 
table on the floor of the court. Thus they have hever faced the counsel 
addressing them. On Wednesday and Thursday a new system was 
tried. The Board, over which the Lord Chancellor presided, sat in a 
row at one long table immediately facing counsel and within a few feet 
of the desk fcom which counsel speak. It was generally admitted that 
the result was excellent, for it enabled counsel, the Press, and those 
present to hear the interlocutory observations of the Board, which 
hitherto it has been difficult to follow. The improvement would be 
even greater if their lordships’ seats were raised. 


Do the self-styled economists in the House of Commons, says the 
Globe, who object to the appointment of additional judges realise how 
small, having regard to its population and wealth, the judicial staff 
of England is? The number of salaried judges, including county court 
judges, recorders, and stipendiary magistrates, is less than 300. Switzer- 
iand, Denmark, and Norway are the only countries with a smaller 


number of paid administrators of the law. Germany is blessed with 
over 8,186 judges, France with 7,803, Austria with 4,541, Italy with 
3,645, Russia with 3,180, Hungary with 2,658, Belgium with 546, Sweden 
with 497, and Holland with 338. These figures, taken from an article 
contributed a few years ago by Sir John Macdonell to the Journal of 
Comparative Legislation, ought to convince the sternest ‘‘ economist ’ 
that the demand for rendering the Bench numerically fit for its duties 
is not exactly an extravagant one. The judicial requirements of Eng- 
land cannot be much inferior to those of Holland. Not too much im- 
portance, of course, is to be attached to these figures, for they relate, 
for the most part, to judicial systems quite unlike our own. ingland 
has, for instance, more than 20,000 unpaid judges in the shape of 
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Justices of the Peace; while all the Continental countries put together 
have little more than half the number. It is a singular fact that the 
politicians who are most reluctant to strengthen the High Court are 
most ready to speak scornfully of ‘‘ the Great Unpaid.”’ 


In compliance with a petition signed by a number of literary men, 
says the 7'imes, Sir Samuel Evans, as President of the Probate Court, 
has given orders for the Literary Research Department at Somerset 
House to be kept open during the Long Vacation, with the exception of 
ten days, when it will be closed for cleaning purposes. The public will 
have access to it from 11 a.m. to 3 p.m. each weekday except Saturday, 
when the department will be open from 10 a.m. to 1 p.m. 


The following letter, signed ‘‘T. T. B.,’’ and dated from Epsom, 
appeared in the 7'imes of the 3rd inst. :—Sir.—In your leading article 
of to-day entitled ‘‘ The Close of the Law Sittings’’ you refer to the 
large amount of time occupied in the King’s Bench Division by the 
trial of trumpery libel actions—and no one can doubt the truth of the 
It would be for the public good that this class of litiga- 
tion should be discouraged, and I think that such a result would be 
effected if a plaintiff could recover no more costs than damages in any 
action of libel or slander, unless the judge certified that there was 
reasonable ground for bringing the action. ‘‘ The Slander of Women 
Act, 1891,”’ contains this provision, and, speaking with experience, I 
can state that it has been proved to be a salutary one. Judges have 
already a large discretionary power as to costs, but I should prefer 
that the burden of proof should be on the plaintiff in this class of 
litigation, not on the defendant, to satisfy the judge trying the case 
that the action was one which it was reasonable to have brought, and 
that, unless he could do so, he should not recover more costs than 
damages. Were this the rule we should find fewer trumpery libel 
actions occupying the time of the courts than is the case at present. 


At Westminster on the 3rd inst., says the 7'imes, before Mr. Francis, 
& poor woman applied for a summons against her hushand, now in 
prison, for assaulting her, with a view to obtaining a second separation 
order. The applicant said she went in real fear. In January she 
obtained a separation order at this court, but in Mav she reluctantly 
went back to her husband because he was neglecting her child, of which 
he had the custody. Mr. Lowris, the chief clerk, said that according 
to a recent dictum of the judges, in deciding that no more than six 
months’ arrears were recoverable. any order made by a magistrate re- 
mained in force until it was judicially set aside. Mr. Francis : Con- 
trary to the practice of the police courts for something like twenty 
years. It has always been assumed that the separation order was 
nullified by cohabitation being resumed. And every magistrate has 
been issuing warrants for more than six months’ arrears. The applicant 
was informed that when her husband was at liberty she could obtain a 
summons to enforce payment of arrears and in every other way regard 
herself as protected by the original order. ‘‘ Of course,’’ added the 
magistrate, ‘it will he open to your husband to take proceedings to set 
it aside if he so wishes. But at present, according to the law, it stands 
good - 


observation. 


The Richmond (Surrey) Town Council, says the 7'imes, has in recent 
years acquired, for street’ improvements, a great deal of conyhold 
property, and has had to pay the Crown heavy enfranchisement charges. 
The Council on Wednesday discussed the case of three cottages which 
had been purchased for £1,125, and for enfranchising which the Crown 
demanded £246. The Mayor said the amount asked was purely an 
arbitrary one and denended on how much the Corporation was pre- 
pared to pay. Mr. Bernays : On what scale is it arrived at? The 
Mavor: We usually reckon a fifth. Alderman Thompson, who is a 
Radical in politics, said : Tt is a serious matter to be asked to pay so 
much on three cottages. If a Government inquiry were held into the 
way Richmond has been fleeced by the Government Departments it 
would be declared an abuse of the privilege of the Crown. When 
Richmond cleared a slum area the Crown Department set a bad example 
bv penalizing the Corporation for trying to eradicate a national evil. 
Mr. Bisgood pointed out that the monev received did not go to the 
Crown, but to the relief of the taxes. Alderman Thompson suggested 
that the member for the division, Mr. Cave, should be asked fo raise 
the matter in the House of Commons, and the question was left to the 
Finance Committee for consideration. 

In the House of Commons on Monday Mr. Booth asked the Home 
Secretary whether there was a training school for training nolice con 
stables to become ready and efficient in giving evidence in the courts: 
whether mock trials took place in the metronolis in which policemen 
practised giving corroborative evidence, and in which the decision of 
the pseudo-magistrates was invariably given against civilians; whether 
new recruits were regularly sent to the police courts to learn from 
the old members of the force how to give evidence and to gain con- 
fidence: and if extra wages were paid for such attendances. Mr. 
McKenna: All men newly recruited to the Metropolitan Police are 
passed through a training school where one of the subjects taught is 
that of giving evidence clearly and audibly. There is no foundation 
for the imputation in my hon. friend’s question that the police are 
practised in giving corroborative evidence. They are sent to police 
courts so that they may learn how cases are there disnosed of, but 
they receive no extra wages for such attendance. Mr. Booth: Am I 
to understand that they attend the courts to hear how cases are dis 
posed of or to hear how the prosecuting case is made out bv a constable ? 
Mr. McKenna: They attend court in order that when called as witnesses 
they may know what the course of procedure is and how a case is 
conducted. 





Rorat Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profesmon 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula. 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application. Publication Department, Gieve, 
Matthews, & Seagrove, Ltd., 65, South Molton-street, London, W.— 
[Advt.] 





Wry Pay Rent’? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Limrrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company, 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ‘Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales, 


Aug, 15.—Meesrs. H. FE. Foster & Cranrretn, at the Mart, at 2: Reveraions, 
Policies, &c. (eee advertisement, back poe, this week). 





Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Aug. 2 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep 1m Cmanorer. 


BEDOUIN STEAM NAVIGATION Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or befere Aug 22, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particalars of their debts or claims, to LL, 
Shone, High st, Marlow, liquidator. 

BLACK SkA TELEGRAPH Co, LtTp(IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Sept 2), to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
ciaims, to Bircham & Co, 50, Old Broad st, solors for the liquidator. 

BRIGHTON, EASTROU«NE, AND BOGNOR CRYSTAL WATER Co, LTD.—Petn for winding up, 
presented July 30, directed to be heard at the Court House, Church st, Brighton, 
Aug 16 at 12. Wm. Ruberts, 1, Gresham bidg+,Guildhall, solor for the petnr. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock ia the afternoon 
of Aug 15. 

British Lacquek Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented July 24, directed to be 
heard at the Court House, Casule sq, Southampion Aug 13,at 11. Edw. R. Ensor, 
Vortiand st, Southampton, solor for the petnr. Notice ef appearing must reach the 
above named not later than 6 @, clock in the afternoon of Au, 12. 

BUK10N DEVELOPM&NT SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug li, 
to »end their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Joseph Sedgwick, 3, St. Mary’s gate, Derby, liquidator. 

G. AND T. EARLE, Ltp.—Ureditors are required, on or before Sept. 2, to send their 
names and addres es, and the particulars of tueir debts or claims, to V/. P. Burkin- 
shaw, 2, Parliament st, Hull, liqaidator. 

RING MILLS Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Oct. 1, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims t» William Bateman, 26, st. 
Petersgate, Stockport, William Johuston, Stockport, solor for the liquidator. 

Unrrep COUNTIES LAND BUILDING AND INVESTMENT SOCIETY, LTD,—Creditors are 
required, ou or before Sept, 13, tv sead their names and addcesses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Frederick Bradford, 1 and 2, Gt. Winchester st. C. W.& 
8, E. Brown, Finsuury pymt, solors for the liquidator. 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY, 


BLUE BALL SICK AND BURIAL Socrety.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 14, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James Cudworth, 508, Edenfield rd, Norden, nr Rochdale. Standring & Co, Rochdale, 
solors to liquidators, 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, Aug. 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitsep 1m Omanoceret. 


BOTI-OFFIN GOLD AND TRADING Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 3, 
to send their names aud addresses, and the particulars of theie debts or claims, 
to Harry Meredith, 208, Gresham house, Old Bruad st, liquidator. 

HatTEXt:>LEY & Co, Lrp (LN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION), —Creditors are required to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of theie debts or claims, on or before 
Aug 17, to F.C. Young, 45, Bank st, Sheffield, liquidator. 

RAMBLEKS' CLUB, LtTp.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 5, to send their names 
and audresses, avd the particulars of their debts or claims, to Douslas Beli Drake, 
123, Cannon st, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—Famir, Aug. 2. 


BUCKINGHAMSHIRE CuHatR Co, Lip. 
OLIVER & PARTNERS, LTD. 

CARLTON TIN BOX MANUFACTURING Co, LTD, 
Lort-OFFIN GOLD AND TRADING UO, L.D, 
HOUSEHOLD REQUISITES, LTD. 

RAMPON & INGRAM, LTD. 

LILLIE MITCHELL, LTD. 

FOREIGN INDUSTRIAL CORPORATION, LTD, 
STANDARD KwsITrinG MACHINE (0, Lrb. 
SHEFFIELD AUTOCAB Co, LTD. 

T. Grirriras & Co (1911) Lrp. 

GREAT LUCKNOW CONSOLS, LTD. 
KinG-PorTeR, CLEMENTS & Co, Ltp. 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, Aug. 6. 


TRIGLYPH. LTD. 

P. N. X. CLUB, LTD. 

TANAH BRUNEI RusBER Co, Lid. 
IRACTION SUPPLIES Co, LTD. 
TWELTRIDGE & Co, LTD. 

GROSYEXOR CONSTITUTIONAL CLUB Co, LTD. 
LXHIBITION AMUSEMENT DEvVicEs, LTD. 
RAMBLERS CLUB, LTD. 

WEST SILKSTONE COLLIERY Co, LTD, 
M. T. 8S. SYNDICATE. LTD. 

J. H. BARKER (TOTTENHAM), LTD. 
Leeson & HARRIS, LTD. 

SANTA Rosa Nitrate Co, Lrp, 

Norris & Nias, Lrp. 

HATTERSLEY & Co ,LTD. 
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Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Aug. 2. 


fixtor, Heway James, Avonmore rd, Kensington Oct 1 Law and Another v Taylor 
apd Othere, Swinfen Eady, J Rowley, Gresham st 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Aug. 6. 


Hovars, Rev Joszra Hevey, Badgeworth, Glos Oct 12 Tovey v Hoiges, Joyce and 
Eve, JJ Ellett, Oirencester 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, August 2, 


AgwitaGe, ELLEN, Leamington Sept 7 Saunders & Co, Birmingham 

ATHERTON, ELLEN, Ince in Makerfield, nr Wigan, Licensed Victusller Aug 14 Wilson 
& Baucher, Wigan 

AYONMORE, Rt Hon EMILY MARIANNE, Dowager Vis:ountess, Southampton Sept 11 
Farrar & Co, Lincoln's ina tields 

BIRKETT, JANE, Weston super Mare Sept 14 Withers & Co, Arundel st, Strand 

BLACKHURST, JAMES, Blackpool Aug 14 Butcher, Blackpool 

CRAKANTHORP, CATHERINE JANE, Redhill, Surrey Sept 7 Mole & Co, Reigate 

moves, Many ANN, North Fiuchley Aug 30 

elds 

Davies, WILLAM Jacos, Bristol Sept 2 Merrils & Co, Card ff 

Davis, JOHN HoppiING, Cheltenham Sept 30 Davis & Co, Newport, Mon 

DAVISON, _ JoHN, Ladbroke gr, North Kensington Sept 16 Hepburn, Ch n- 
cery In 

FRANKLAND, CLARA, Saltaire. Yorks Aug 16 Ratcliffe & Greenwood, Bradford 

GARTSIDE, ANNE ELIZABeTA, St Anne's on th: Sea Sept2 Hand. Manch: ster 

Gorge, ABRAHAM, Chasetown, Staffs Sept2 Brewer & Co, Wolverhampton 

GrirFin, GEORGE GRIFFIN, Monmouth Aug3t Vizard & Son, Monmouth 

GRINLINGTON, JOHN JOSEPH, Stockbridge, Southampton Aug 31 Goddard, Clement's 
inn, Strand 

HakRis, ELIZA MARIA, Staines, Middix Ang 31 Horne & Co, Staines 

HARTLEY, ROBERT NIGHT.NGALE, likley. Yorks, Surgeon Sept 17 Crawford, Leeds 

HBLY, SARAH, Bognor Aug3l Smith & Son, Oid Jewry chmbrs 

Hot, EpWakD, Biidulph, Staffs Sept2 Reade, Congleton 

HULME, OLIVE, Liverpool Sept 2 Avison & Co, Liverpool 

Kay, ARTHUR,|Great Grimsby Augil7 Kay, Blackpool 

Lams, THOMAS H&NRY, Timperley,Chester Aug 3L Dixon & Co, Manchester 

MADDISON, ALFRED LIONEL, Harcourt bidgs, Temple Sept 2 Ged se & Co, 10, Norfolk 
st, Strand 

MARTINDALE ALFRED, Leigh rd, Highbury Sept 2 Forbes & Co, Queen st 

MaYLok, THOMAS. Hanley Swan, Worcester Sept 2 Dixon & Syers, Liverpool 

—. ELIZABETH, Stoke, nr Coventry Aug 30 Butler & Son, Broughton in 

urness 

MORSE, ROBERT, and WALTER CHARLES MORSE, Stroud, Glos Sept 14 Winterbottom 
& Sons, Stroud 

Moss, ESTHER, Chichele mans, Cricklewood Sept 2 Rubinstein & Co, Raymond's 
bldgs, Gray's inn 

NEDAS, LAWRENCE, Cannon st rd, Commercial rd, Clother Sept 4 Myers & Sons, 
Wormwood st ° 

O708N, ALFRED, Urmston, Lancs Aurl2 Granity & Co, Manchester 

Oulrr, SUSAN, Rettenden, Essex Aug l0 Jefferies & Bygott, Southend on Sea 

OVENDEN, GEORGE WILLIAM, Ickburgh rd, Upper Clapton Sept 4 Marsh, Fen ct, 
Fenchurch st 

PARSONS. JOHN, Grevt Portlan | st, Coart Hiielressee Avg 31 Rye & Evre. Golden sq 


Puack, THOMAS LLOYD, Thames Ditton, Surrey Sept 1 Crick & HFreemsn, Maldon, | 


Essex 
RippeLt, THOMAS WILLIAM, Spital Congu2s. Newcas' le upon Tyne, Dairyman Aug 31 
R chardson & Eider, Newcastle upoa Tyne 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AVERY, JOSEPH (ALBERT, 


ASHE, MITCHELL, Stoke Newington, Tobacco Dealer E1- 


Sheffield Pet July 50 Ord July 30 


Lee & Pembertous, Lincolp’s inn 


Birmingham Pet June 22 Ori Jaly 29 
BARKER, AMBROSE ARTHUR, Hempnall, Norfolk, Farmer pyugaiepy, SxrTIMUs WALDBY, Scarborough, Butcher 
Ipswich Pet July 30 Ord July 30 ; 
Baan Court Pet duly lt” Pall Mall, Westminster | pyonesnerc, ISAAC, Manchester, Talor Mancheater 
ARNOLD, JouHN, St Thomas, Svansea, Boiler Cleaner Bonb, Joun THOMAS, Merthyr Tydfil, Butcher Merthyr 
Swansea Pet July 31 Ord July 31 Tydtil Pet July 30 Ord July 30 
BoorReR, ALBERT, Lingfield, Surrey, Butcher Tunbridge 
monton Pet July 12 Ord July 29 Wells Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
ASKEW, ARTHUR, Parxgate, nr Rotherham, Butcher | BooTH, JOHN, North Hayling, Hants, Market Gardener 


Portemouth Pet July9 Ord July 30 


RivLEY, HORACE, Princes Risboroush, Bucks,,Chemist Aug 21 Stooke- Vaughan & Taylor 
Princes Risborough 

ROUTL"DGE, GEORGE WILLIAM OLPHERT, Holyhead, Mariner Aug 30 Nee & Gordon- 
Roberts, Holyhead 

SCARTH, JAMES, Morley, Yorks, Grocer Ang 10 Scatcherd & Co, Leeds 

SHAW, ARTHUR BARNSLEY, Burston rd, Putney bill, Barrister at Law Sept 14 Parson 
& Co, Lime st 

STAINS, ROBERT, Upper Norwood, Surrey Aug 31 Marshall, Dover st 

SYKES, JANKE, Netherton, Yorks Aug 31 Charles & Co, Oldham 

THACKER, ALICE ANN, Purley, Surrey Sept 30 Balderston & Warrens, Bedford row 

THORPE, CHARLES, Dorset sq Sept16 Mason & Co, Gresham st 

TORRIN TON, Rt Hon EMMELINE ST Maur, Dowager Viscountess, Maidstone Aug $1 
Kite, Queen Victori« st 

VARTY, EMILY LucRETI‘, Eastbourn? Sept 21 Atkinson, LLD, Finsbury sq 

WADE, ELI, Bradford, Wool Merchant Aug 3! Beaumont & Croft, Leeds 

WESTON, ELLEN Southport Oct 1 Ponsonby & Carlile, O.dham 

WILLS, WILLIAM LEONARD, Birmingham, Edge Tool Manufacturer Aug3l Lee & Co, 
Birmingham 

WINDER. MARGARET, Oswestry Sept 1 Minshall & Co, Oswestry 

Woop, GEORGE, Rowley Regis, Staffs Sept 1 Shakespeare & Co, Oldbury, nr Birming- 
ham 

WoopHoUse, WALTER MANSELL, Wantage, Berks, Phy-ician Sept 10 Jotcham & Son, 
Wantage 

WORKMALD, SAMUEL HOLDRIDGE, Goole, Yorks Aug 16 Hind & Co, Go.le 

WRIsHT, WILLIAM JAMES, Bishop Auckland, Darham, Hotel Proprietor Aug16 Booth 
& Word. Bishop Auckland 

YATES, FRANCES ELIZABETH, Hyde Park gate Sept 17 Harrison & Co, Vernon House, 
Blomsbury sy 


London Gazette.—TUBSDAY, Aug 6. 


SERRIDGE, ELIZABETH ANGELINA, Scunthorpe Sept 2 Sowter, Brigg 

BLEARS, GEORGE HARRY, Pendleton, Salford, Greengrocer Aug 27 Cobbett & Co 
Manchester 

BRYAN EpWakp, Cheltenham Aug 31 Stel & M lard, Cheltenham 

BUTCHER, MARY STANSMORE ANN, Dorchester Sept 6 Robins & Co, Lincoln's inn 
flelas 

CARV&R, BENJAMIN, Prestwich, nr Manchester, Merchant Sept 24 Farrar & Uo 
Manchester 

Cooper, JOSEPH, Smethwick, Staffs Aug 31 Buller & Cross, Birmingham 

DAVis, THOMAS JOAN, Southbourne. Bournemouth Sept 5 Gossling, Bournemouth 

EDWARDS, KLIZABET& ANNK, Prestbury Aug 31 Steel & Millard, Cheltenham 

FirrH, JONAS, Bradford. S8tutf Merchant Sept 14 Maguinness, Bradford 

GIBSON, ANDREW, Newport, Moa, Marine Engineer Aug i6 Acomb, Newport, Mon 

GRADY, SARAH, Usk, Mon Aug 16 Acomb, Newport, Mon 

Hf \RRISON, Rev FRANCIS, Bith Sept 17 Adam & Cy, Bath 

“OWARTH, ANN, Halifax Sept 6 Dey, Halifax 

JOHNSON, ELLEN, Walkden, nr Manchester Aug 30 Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster 

Jones, ANN, Mile End rd Sept 20 Lewis, Chancery In 

KERKIN, CHARLES, Gorran, Cornwall, Farmer Aug 31 Carlyon & Stephens, 8t 
Austell 

KERNAGHAN, ADAM, Rastell av, Streatham, Journalist Sept 1 Kingsbury & Turner, 
Brixton rd 

LABREY, HAROLD SAUL, Leeds, Tea Agent Sept 10 Craven & Clegg, Leis 

LOGAN, CHARLES SMITH, Hitchin, Herts Sept11 Farrer & Co, Liacoln's inn fields 

MBLLOR, EMMA, Blackpool Sept 13 Hull & Co, Hudde-sfeld 

MORRISON, MARTHA C.PPER, Holland rd, Kensington sept 2) Pontifex & Co, 16, St 
Andrew st, Holborn Circus 

Muir, THOMAS, Nevern mans, South Kensington Sept 21 
Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 

Peach, JOHN EDWARD, Pendleton, Aug 31 Dixon & Co, Manchester 

PERKETT, GEORGE ELIJAH, Brixham, Devon, Fishing Smack Skipper Sept 2 Bond & 
Pearce, Plymouth 

REES, WILLIAM, Lianbethian, Glam Sept 19 Gwyn & Gwyn, Cowbridze 

ROBINS, JAMES, Exeter Aug 3) Friend & Tarbet, Exeter 

PoGers, SARAH ISABELLA, Brightoa Aug 30 White & Leona'd, Bank bldgs, Ludgate 
circus 

SUrTON, FANNY, Knowle, Warwick Sept 7 Shirley & Co, Birningham 

UTLey, WILLIAM, Halifax Sept 7 Hirst & Co, Halifax 

WALTERS, Alderman T HOMAS HoUGHTON, Liverpool Sept 1 Jones & Co, Liverp)»l 


Munns & Longden, 


Birmingham, Estate Agent | Davies, VAUGHAN W, Copthall av High Court Pet 


April 24 Ord July 29 

Scaroorough Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Ord July 3) Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

FaTHers, GkorGg EpWARD, and WALTER JOUN 
FATHERS, Oxford, Builders Oxford Pet July8 Ord 
July 30 

Frost. WILLtAM Davip, Hare st, Woolwich, Wholesale 
Confectioner Greenwich Pet July 29 Ord July 29 


ATKINSON, Lewis, Hatfield Pevere!, Essex, Baker Chelms- Coreen, WILLIAM, Southsea, Hants, Pork Butcher Ports- | G@ippoN, WILLIAM, Milford Haven, Pembroke, Tobacconist 


ford Pet July6 Ord July 29 


mouth Pet July 29 Ord July 29 


Pembroke Do:k Pet July 31 Ord July #1 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24a, MooRGatTm 


STRAT, LOnNDOW, 


=z .o. 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 680 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Ciauses for insertion in Leases ur Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied py Counsel, will be sent oa 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &co., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 
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APPLY FOR 


PROSPECTUS. 
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JENNINGS, CHARLES EGERTON, Weston super Mare Bath 
Pet July 18 Ord July 29 

Jongs, ROBERT, Melinden nor Prestatyn, Flint, Lic :n-ed 
Victualler Bangor Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Kent, Watter Barry, Chale, Isle of Wight, 
Newport and Ryde Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Krasy, » RK, London rd, Forest Hill Greenwich Pet 
July 3 Ord July 30 

KIRKBY, WILLIAM, Leeds Leeds Pet July 29 Ord July 
pat) 

McGOWAN, PATRICK, Moreton ter, Pimlico, Comm's:ionaire 
High vourt Pe. Jaly 30 urd July 10 
McXwar’, Henry NEWMAN, Sheffield, Tailor 

Pet July 2 Ori Juy 2 
McKINLAY, HUGH CAMPBELL, 
Pet Aprili5 Ord June 1? 
MACLACHLAN, BENJAMIN GILLES, Shaftesbury av, The- 
atrical Manager High Court Pet Junezs Ord July 


Buil ler 


Mark Lane, High Court 


sl 

Myers, James, Burnley, Blacksmith Burnley Pet July 
29 Ord July 20 

ROGERS, RICHAKD PURCRLL, Ellesm re, Salop, Fis‘::monger 
Wrexham Pet Juiy 30 ord July » 

SHARPE, JOHN, Retford Lincvln Pet July 23 
30 

Smita, WILitaM, Porth, Glam, Underground 
Pontypridi Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

SOUTHERN, WALTER, tyldesiey, Lancs, 
Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

THomas, JOHN HENRY, Abertysewg, 
iredegar Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Tuaner, HENRY, Pen stone, Yorks, Vontractor 
Pet July 16 Ord July 31 

Vickers, CHRISTOPHER, Mirfleld, Yorks, 
Dewsbury Pet July 29 Ord July 2 

WALL, ALFRED BERNARD, Cheltenbam, Sculptor 
ham Pet July w) Ord Jaly 30 

WARING, HENRY, Bootle, Lancs, Gentlemen's Outfitter 
Liverpool Vet July 15 Ord July 29 

W ERKES, WILLIAM, Aldbourne rd, Shepherd's Bush, Agent 
High Court Pet July 29 urd Jaly 2 

WILLIAMS, JOHN, Liautairfechan, Carnarvon, 
Baugor Pet Jaly 29 Ord July 29 

Wrient, WALTEK WILLIAM, Ugiey, Essex, Grocer 
ford Pet July 30 Ord July 30 


Ord July 
H iuiier 


Grocer Boulton 


Mon, Butcher 


Barnsley 
Innkeeper 


Chelten 


Bu Ider 


Hert- 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Attrort, Taomas Eowanp, Moseley Village, Staffs, Post 
man Augil3 atlz Off Ree, 30, Lichfield st, Wolver 
hampton 

Baakea, Amerose Aatavur, Hempnell, Norfolk, Farmer 
Aug 13 at 2.30 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Baunett, Atoxanoxn Daviv, Pall Mal, Westminster 
Aug iS at 11.30 Bankruptcy b'dgs, Carey st 

Barnas, Faepesicx, Aarava, Hudderstield, General Agent 
Aug 12 at 2.45 Law Society's Koom, Imperial arcade, 
New st, Huddersfield 

Bop, Joux Tuomas, Merthyr Tydfil, Butcher Aug 13 at 
12 Off Rec, County Coart, Towa Hall, Merthyr Tyd 
fil 

Booasr, Atsert, Lingfield, Surrey, Butcher Ang 10 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough p!, Brighton 

Davies, Vavouas W, Copthall av Aug 13 at 11 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey et 

Duco esy, Sertimus Watosy, Scarborough, Butcher Aug 
l2at 10.3) Off Reo, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

Epwanps, Acvatp Caaaces, Finchley, Tobacconist Aug 
i4at 12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Evovespeno, Isaac, Manchester, Tailor 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Foorp, Jous, Sturry, Canterbury, Baker Aug 10 at 11 
Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Froet, Witttam Davin, Hare st, Woolwich, Wholesale 
Confectioner Aug l2atil 192, York :d Westminster 


Aug l0atll OF 


— rd 

Gissow, Josern, Bishop Auckland, Jeweller Aug 13 at 2.30 
Off Rec, 3, Manor pi, Sunderland 

Gooon, Farpraick Cuarces, Maidenhead, Insurance Broker 
Aug 12 atl Off Keo, 14, Bedford row 

Hewvna, James Suveo, Port Talbot, Glam, Aerated Water 
Manufacturer Aug 10 at 11 Of Kee, Goverament 
bidgs, 5t Mary's st, Swansea 

Hvueuss, Witutamw Leoro.iv, Barry Dock, Outfitter Aug 
izat3 117, 8t Mary st, Cardi 

Kraxacpy, Jons, Harlow, Essex Aug 13 at 12 Off Rec, 
14, Bedford row 

Kiaxsy, Wits, Leeds Aug 13 at 11 
at, Leads 

Latwury, James E,Finsbury cir, Financier Avg 15 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey +t 

Lawros, Paras, Samuet Lawroy, Middleton, Lancs, 
Embossers Aug 13 at 1130 Off Rec, Greaves st, 
Oldham 

Les, Vicron Wiittam, aod Syvowsy Heasert Bvueaiper, 
Newport, Mon, Benger Aug 10 at 11.30 Uff Kee, 
144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Luoyp, Tuomas Howaap, and Witttam Howaap Lioyvn, 
Nottingham, Whole-ale Chemists Aug 12 at 3 
Leiceste:shire Tiade Protection Society, New st, 
Leicester 

M-Gowas, Paraicx, Moreton ter, Pimlico, Commissonaire 
Aug Mat 1130 Bankruptcy bildgs, Carey st 

McKistay, Hoow Campsert, Mark In Aug 16 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

M accacauay, Baxsamin Gittes, Shaftesbary av, Theatrical 
Manager Aug lidatl Bankruptey bidgs, Uarey st 

Parrix, JOux, Roseberry rd. Muswell Hill, Builder Aug 
13at 8 Off Reo, 14, Bedford row 

mira, Wittiam, Porth, Glam, Underground Haulier Aug 

12 atli.l6 Off Rec, 8t Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

Vickers, Cusistoruen, Mirfield, Innkeeper Aug 12 at 11 
Off Rec, Bank-chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

Weexes, » 1x14, Aldbourne rd, Shepherd's Bush, Agent 
Aug 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Aawoip, Jony, St Thomas, Swansea, Boiler Clean 
Swansea Pet July 31 Ord July al 


Off Rec, 24, Bond 





Sheffield | 





Asxew, Aeruus, Parkgate, nr Ro.herham, Butcher Shef- 
field Pet July 30 Ord Jaly 30 

Basxer, Ampszose Artuve, Hempnall, Norfolk, Farmer 
Ipswich Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Boxp, Joux Tuomas, Merthyr Tydfil, Butcher Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Boonen, Atpert, Lingfield, Surrey, Butcher Tunbridge 
Wells Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Currrow, Josava, Saltoun rd, Brixton, Music hall Artiste 
High Court Pet June 6 Ord July 29 

Conpex, Witt1ax, Southsea, Hants, Pork Butcher Ports- 
mouth Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Davunxcey, Witiiam G, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Consulting 
Engineer Croydon Pet July 10 Ord July 29 

de P.xwa, Hexpeat Atrasp, Grosvenor st, Grosvenor sq 
Hizh Court Pet Mar2i Ord July 29 

Dveoussy, Septimus Wacpsy, Scarborough, Butcher 
Scarborough Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Esoiespeso, Isaac, Hightown, Manchester, 
Manchester Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Faost, Wittram Daviv, Hare st, Woolwich, Wholesale 
Confectioner Greenwich Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Gissoy, Wittiam, Milford Haven, Pembroke, Tobacconist 
Pembroke Dock Pet July 31 Ord ef 3L 

Hanns, Micnart, Chacewater, Cornwall, Ironmonger 
Truro Pet July 26 Ord July 31 

Jones, Natnaxier Aruypett, Clifton, Bristol Advertising 
Agent Bristol Pet April19 Ord July 27 

Jowrs, Rosert, Merlinden, nr Prestatyn, Flint, Licensed 
Victualler Bangor Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Joxes, Roszert Owes, Blaenau Festining, Merioneth, 
Solicitor Portmadoe Pet June 1 Ord July 30 

Kent, Wactrer Harey, Chale, I of W, Builder Newport 
ind Ryde Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Kirxey, Wiitiam, Leeds Leeds Pet July 29 Ord July 
29 


Tailor 


Lanoury, Frawx, Rugby, Theatre Proprietor Coventry 
Pet June 28 Ord July 30 

Levy, Soromoy and Marks Lewis, Christopher st, Whole- 
sale Woollen Merchants High Court Pet Jane 28 
Ord July 29 

McGowas, Paraicx, Moreton ter. Pimlico, Commissionaire 
High Court Pet July 30 O:d July 30 

MoKeans, Hexry Newman, Sheffield, Tailor Sheffield 
Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Macrartawe, Fans Anparw James, Pitsea, Essex, Com- 
pany Director Chelmsford Pet June 28 Urd July 30 

Myers, James, Burnley, Blacksmith Burnley Pet July 
29 Ord July 29 

Pats, Eooar T, Catford, Kent, Dancing Master Green 
wich Pet June 19 Ord July 26 

Proctor, Wiuiiam Bartiett, Church st, Marylebone, 
Boarding House Keeper High Court Pet June 13 
Ord July 29 

Reprorp, Wittis Kwiout, Miles Platting, Manchester 
Keeper of a Drug Store Manchester Pet July 13 
Ord July 30 

Rippett, Capt Grorcs Aveustus, Jermyn st, Piccadilly 
High Court Pet May 22 Ord July 31 

Ronissox, Josern, Hale, Chester, Builder 
Pet June 25 Ord July 30 

Rooers, Ricuargp Puscett, Ellesmere, Salop, Fishmonger 
Wrexham Pet July 30 Ord July 3) 

Rurty, Wittiam James, Stafford, Ironmonger Stafford 
Pet July5 Ord July 25 

Scuumacaer, E C, Sutton, Surrey Croydon Pet Feb 7 
Ord July 2% 

Suanre, Jous, Retford Lincoln Pet July 23 Ord July 30 

Samira, E &, Croydon, Surrey, Printer Croydon Pet May 
9 Ord July 27 

Surcta, Witt1am, Porth, Glam, Underground Haulier 
Pontypridd Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Sournery, Watters, Tyldesley, Lancs, 
Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Tromas, Joux Hewny, Abertysswg,Mon, Butcher Tredegar 
Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Vickexs, Cusistornes, Mirfield, Innkeeper 
Pet July 29 Ord July 29 Fi 

Wat, Atrarp Bervanp, Cheltenham, Sculptor Chelten- 
ham Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Weexes, Witiiam, Aldbourne rd, Shepherds Bush, Agent 
High Court Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Witte, Joy, Lianfairfechan, Carnarvon, 
Sangor Pet July 29 Ord July 29 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


O’Sutttvay, James Atexanper, Chancery In High Court 
Rec Ord May 25.1893 Adjud June 6, 1900 Res and 
Annul July 17, 1912 


Manchester 


Grocer Bolton 


Dewsbury 


Builder 
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RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ARCHER, WILLIAM, Carson ri, Dulwich, Mortgage Broker 
High Court Pet June20 Ord Aug 1 

BICKERS, GEORGE SIDNEY, Leeds, Restaurant Proprietor 

Pet Aug 2 Ord Aug? 

BRENTANO, ALBERT LEAPER, Great Grimsby, Fruiterer 
Great en Pet Ang 2 Ord Aug 

BUTCHER, AGNES EMMA, Sistova rd, Balham 
Pet Aug 1 Ord Aug 1 

CHESHAM, FRED JosEPH, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Aug 
1 Ord Augl 

CLARKE, JAMES BROWNE, Kenton, Devon, Farmer Exeter 
Pet July 29 Ord Aug 3 

GREEN, A du V T, Abingdoa villas, Kensington, Company 
Promotor High Court Pet May 20 Ord Aug 2 

HALL, STEPHEN WATSON, Milstead, Kent, Licensed 
Victualler Rochester Pet Augl Ord Aug 1 

HEDEN, REGINALD CLAUD, Leamington, Baker Warwick 
Pet July 19 Ord Ang 2 

HUDSON, HERBERT FREDERICK, Bridgend Cardiff Pet 
July 80 Ord July 3) 

es F BE, Baroness rd, Hackney rd, Wholesale Grocer 


Court PetJuly2 Ord Aug 2 
LANg, ‘hureh rd, Barnes Wandsworth Pet 


Wandsworth 


WARD, C 
June 2 Ord Ang 1 





——— 

MARTIN, E McG, Hart st, Bloomsbury, Solicitor High 
Court Pet July10 Ord Aug 2 

ROBINSON, HERVE. JossE, Great Grimsby, Ledger Clerk 
Great Grimsby Pet Aug 2 Ord Aug 2 

SINGER, CECIL MORTIMER, Sloane st High Court Pe 
June 25 Ord Augl 

SkuckE, WILLIAM Henry, Bath, Bookbinder 
Aug 1 Ord Aug l 

Tuomas, Jony Hopkins, Kenfig 
diff? Pet 'uly 3: Ord July 3 

WHEADON, JOHN Lewis, Burnley, Hay Merchant Burnley 
Pet Aug 2 Ord Ang 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ANSTEE, WILLIAM JAM8S, and JOSEPH ALBERT AN 
Dunkerton, Somerset, Builders Aug 14 at 11.30 ug 
Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

ARNOLD, JOHN, Swansea, Boiler Cleaner Aug 14 at 11 
Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary’s st, Swansea 

ASKEW, ARTHUR, Park gt, nr Rotherham, Butcher Ang 
15 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

AVERY, JOSEPH ALBERT, Birmingham, Estate Ag nt Aug 
14 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bir. 
mivgham 

BICKERS, GEORGE SIDNEY, Leeds, Restaurant Proprietor 
Aug 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

RooTH, JOHN, North Hayling, Hants, Market Gardener 
Augibat3 Off Rec, Camvridge junc, High st, Purts- 
mouth 

BUTCHER, AGNES EmMA, Sistova rd, Balham, 
ati1.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

CHESHAM, FRED JOSEPH, Leeds, Grocer Aug l5atll Of 
Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

CLARKE, JAMES BRowNk, Kenton, Devon, Farmer Aug ié 
at4 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

CORBEN, WILLIAM, Southsra, Portsmouth, Pork Butcher 
Aug 16 at i2 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports 
mouth 

Grpnon, WILLIAM, Milford Haven, Pembroke, Toba :coniat 
Aug 15 at 12.45 Off Rec, 4, Queen's st, Carmarthen 

HARRIS, MI°HAEL, Chacewater, Coruwall, Lronmonger 
Aug 16 at 12 Off Bec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

HELYAR, WILLIAM ALFRED, Bath, Dental Surgeon Aug 
l4ati12 Off Re, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

HoBBs, REGINALD BERTRAM, Croscombe, Somerset, Rail- 
way Waggon Builder Aug 14 at 12.30 Off Ree 
26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

JENNINGS, CHARLES EGERTON, Weston super Mare Ang 
14 at 12.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

JONES, NATHANIEL ARUNDELL Clifton, Bristol, Advertis 
ing Agent Aug l4 at 12°45 Orf Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

JonEs, ROBERT, Meliden, nr Prestatyn, Flint, Licensed 
Victualer Aug 14 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate 
row Chester 

KEN WARD, GEORGE, Sheffield, Blacksmith Aug 165 at 11.80 
Off Rec, Figtree In, sheffield 

Kirpy, W R, London rd, Forest Hill 
182, York rd, Westminster Bride rd 

LANE, EDWARD, Cuurch rd, Farnes Aug 16 at 11 192, 
York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

MACFARLANE, - FANE ANDREW JAMES, Pitsea, Essex Aug 
16 at 12 Off Rec, 14, ford row 

McKEARS, HENRY NEWMAN, Sheffield, Tailor Aug 15 at 
12 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

MASTERS, JOHN, ton, nr Wells, Somerset, Farm 
Labourer Aug 14 at 11.45 Off Kec, 26, Baldwin a, 
Bristol 

ROGERS, R:CHARD PURCELL, Ellesmere, Salop, Fishmonger 
Aug 16 at12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

SHARPE, JOHN, Retford Aug 15 at 1 .30 Off Rec, 10, 
Bank st, Lincoln 

SourHERN, WALTER, Tyldesley, Lancs, Grocer Aug M4 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

THOMAS, JOHN HENRY oMITH, Abertysswg, Mon, Butcher 
Aug 14 at 11 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport 


Bath Pet 
Hill, Glam, Collier Car. 
1 


Aug 16 


Aug 15 at 11.80 


Mon 

TURNER, HENRY, Penistone, Yorks, Contractor Aug 16 
at 10.30 Of Rec, 9, Regent st, Barnsley 

WARING, Henry. Liverpooi, Gentieman’s Outfitter Aug 
16 at 11 Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale ®, 
Liverpool 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ATKINSON, LEWIS, Hatfield Peverel, Essex, Baker Chelms- 
ford Pet July 6 Ord Aug l 

BooTtH, JOHN, North Hayling, Hants, Market Gardener 
Portsmouth Pet Juty® Ord Jaly 31 

BRENTANO, ALBERT LEAPER, Great Grimsby, Fruiterer 
Great Grimsby Pet Aug 2 Ori Aug? 

BUTCHER, AGNES EMMA, Sistova rd, Balham, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet Augl Ord Augl 

CHESHAM, Frep JosepH, Leeds, Grocer Leeds 

ug 1 

HALL, STEPHEN WATSON, MILSTEAD, Kent, Licensed 
Victualler Rochester Pet Augl Ord Aug 1 

HUDSON, HERBERT FREDERICK, Bridgend, Glam Cardiff 
Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

KENT, HENRY ALFRED, rf st, Lewisham, Tailor High 
Court Pet July 25 Augl 

KUPYERBERG, ABRAHAM, and WOOLF LzeBys, Cable #, 
Provision Dealers Higtr Court Pet July 1 


Pet Aug 


Aug 1 

Liston, BEATRICE, Camberley, Surrey Guildford Pet 
Jan3 Ord Aug 2 

Morris, CHARLES, Fenchurch st, Shipping Agent High 
Coart PeuJune 17 Ord Aug] 

ROBINSON, HERVE Joss®, Great Grimsby, Ledger Clerk 
Great Grimsby Pet Aug 2 Ord Aug 2z 

Skucg, WILLIAM HENRY, Bath, Bookbinder Bath Pet 
Augl Ord Aug 1 

THOMAS, JOHN HOPKIN, Kenfig hill, Glam, Collier Cardiff 
Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

TUCKER, HERBERT, Portsmouth, Merchant Portsmouth 

Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

WARING, Henry, Walton, Live 1, Gentlemans Outfittet 

Liv Pet July 15 Ord Aug 1 

WHEADON, JoHN Lewis, Burnley, Merchant Burnley 
Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 
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